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"TEAR DOWN THE BARRICADES" 


OUR PLATFORM 


1, Marxism AND COMMUNISM 


-The theory of proletarian revolution is Marxism, and the defence and 
development of the content of that theory are the necessary foundations for 
a revolutionary practice; all attempts to deny or ‘transcend’ Marxism lead 
logically to counter-revolution. f : 

A Marxist analysis of our epoch points to the conclusion that communism 
is now on the agenda for humanity and is necessary as the only way to avoid 
a descent into barbarism via crises, disasters and eventually nuclear war. The 
spiral of crises and wars begun in 1914 is narrowing to a point where the 
failure of the working class to destroy capitalism would mean the end of 
civilisation. 

The historical necessity of communism requires clarity on the communist 
programme, which is; the abolition of wage-labour and commodity production,and 
therefore of the proletariat as a class: the dismantling of the State and 
national frontiers, and the inauguration of a world-wide community of “assoc- 
iated producers" devoted to the satisfaction of man's material needs and the 
development of his “positive self-consciousness”. 


2, CAPITALIST DECADENCE 
The kernel of our politics is the understanding of the fact that capitalism 


is now a decadent social system, and that consequently we live in the period 
of communist revolution. Though always torn by class struggle, capitalism 
could not disappear while its expansion co-incided with the general. interests 
of humanity. Only when “forms of development become fetters” is social 
revolution possible, 

Up to approximately 1914, the cyclical crises of capital accumulation were 
followed by renewed progressive growth of the productive forces (and of the 
revolutionary class, the Proletariat), both in the capitalist metropoles and 
over the globe. Even though accompanied by horrors such as slavery and child 
labour, this development. of the productive forces was progressive, in that it 
was laying the material conditions for socialism, and also had within itself 
the potential of reform in the nineteenth century, {limitations on the working 
day, welfare legislation etc.). 

But since this time, the further expansion of Capitalism, which has taken 
the form largely of waste production, and production of the means of destruct- 
ion, has been achieved only at tne cost two world wars and millions of dead, 
and has been underlain by the tendency towards statification of each national 
economy. This is the epoch of permanent crisis, of the deeadence of capitalism 
as a social system. 


3. IMPERIALISM, STATIFICATION AND WAR 


The central contradiction in the process of capital accumulation is the 
tendential fall in the rate of profit, brought about since the proportion of 
dead to living labour (the organic composition of capital) constantly rises, 
and because living labour is the only source of new value. 

In the nineteenth century the fall in the rate of profit could be offset 
by various means. First among them was the decennial crisis, leading to 
devaluation and centralisation of Capital. Others were increasing exploitation 
(wage cuts, piece work), and imperialist expansion to seize cheaper food 
sources, raw materials, find areas to which capital could be exported, and 
markets where commodities could be sold above value. But with the division 
of the world in the twentieth century among the big imperialist powers, such 
imperialist attempts to offset the fall in profits lead inevitably to wars, of 
which 1914 was the first decisive expression. 

Today also the swollen mass of capital permits the extraction of little 
new value. Statification, which has grown inexorably since 1914 throughout 
the world, is an attempt to overcome the chronic lack of surplus value, by 
redistributing profits throughout the economy, directing surplus value to the 
industries of the highest organic composition (which otherwise would collapse) 
via nationalisation. State-induced expenditure also attempts to stimulate 
demand by outlays on public projects (mainly armament manufacture); this lack 
of demand being itself the consequence of the low rate of profit. Since they 
are paid for either by printing money, or taxing capital, these outlays create 


no new value. In the end the net result of statification (nationalisation + 
monetary policies) is only enlarged production on a non-profitable basis, in- 
flation and increased economic instability. Thus the post-war boom could only 
be a prelude to 4 new crisis. 

A new cycle of economic crisis opened in 1967-8, heralded by the devalu- 
ation of the leading capitalist countries, and led on to the present inflation, 
tumbling it aed and slowdown in growth. This new crisis is at the basis of 
the renewed international class struggle. 


4, “NATIONAL LIBERATION” STRUGGLES 


Since the world is now divided between the imperialist powers, so-called 
"national liberation” struggles are inter-imperialist conflicts, to be totally 
opposed by communists as expressions of the decadence of capitalism. The 
prospect of any independent development of the productive forces in these dreas 
is nil, given the advanced organic composition of the capitals which dominate 
the world market. Generally, any growth we do see is based on the super- 
exploitation of the proletariat under the aegis of Russian or American imper- 
jalism (Cuba, Korea). And even such growth is a tiny exception to the general 
picture of deepening barbarism in the “third world" of famines and natural 
disasters. With the deepening of the crisis, there must be a communist response 
from the workers of these areas in alliance with the rest of the world prolet- 
ariat, and a rejection of any “blocs” with their “own" national bourgeoisie or 


peasantry. 


5, REFORMISM 


In the nineteenth century, when. capitalism was in its ascendent period, 
and when, contrary to what the anarchists then said, there was no possibility 
of a world proletarian revolution, the proletariat had to defend its daily 
existence. While capitalism progressively developed the productive forces, the 
workers created trade unions to defend themselves economically, and formed or 
supported political parties to fight for their civil rights in parliament. In 
the nineteenth century, revolutionaries could operate within these mass refor- 
mist movements, fighting for the “maximum" programme as it was the nearest 
approximation to the communist programme at that time. These forces of reform 
and revolution could co-exist until 1914, when the Second International and its 
trade unions revealed themselves as fully-integrated factions of capital. 

As a consequence of decadence, the workers movement built up in the 
nineteenth century (social democratic parties, co-operatives, trade unions) 
changed from an organ of the workers, to an organ against the workers. Now 
social democratic parties everywhere defend the ‘national economy’, by striving 
for the maximum statification, while the trade unions regulate wage labour in 
the interests of capital. and attempt to stranqle any independent workers’ 
class activity. There is no possibility of reforming or replacing these 
organisations, it is the very impossibility of reformism in decadent capitalism 
that has turned these previously reformist organisations into appendages of 
capitalism. 

None of the leftist sects (Stalinists, Maoists, TrotskyisSts) are any 
alternative to the integration of the old workers movement; they are merely 
Joyal oppositions which function to control the.workers' cynicism, by attemp~ 
ting to convince them that the old movement can be reformed or captured in the 
interests of the class. All these pseudo-Marxists are factions of state 
capitalism; they are as decadent as the nationalisation that they call for, 
and with them we have nothing in common. 


6, THE Communist MOVEMENT 1914-22 


The outbreak of war in 1914, and the revolutionary waves of 1917-21 in 
Russia, Italy and Germany, showed the need for revolutionaries to break 
decisively with the basic assumptions of the Second International, with 
parliamentarianism, trade unionism, and support for national liberation. 

This the left communists, especially in Germany did. They adapted their new 
tactics to the new historical period, i.e. the decadence of eee t opposed 
participation in the unions and parliament, and called for “All Power to the 
Workers Councils". Thus, despite all their limitations (e.g. factoryist 
tendencies) at the beginning of our present historical period, Marxism as the 
global theoretical expression of the proletariat, is embodied in the left 
communists of the 1918-22 period (K.A.P.D. in Germany, the Russian Left 
Communists, the left of Holland, England and to a lesser extent the Italian 
left). 
However, certain other groups, though taking a revolutionary stand against 
the war, and participating in the growing class opposition to that war, never 
broke decisively with social democracy (Spartakusbund, Balsheviks), and thus 
though part of the proletarian movement at that time, never clearly saw the 


aeeds of the new period, and hence eventually had to jofn forces with the 
counter-revolution, 8% the revoluttonary wave declined. 

Today, after decades of Counter-revolution, auring which the communist 
programme was defended by small groups, like Bilan(Belgium), G.I.K. avo tees) 
and Council Correspondence (U.S.A.), Marxism is being re-appropriated by sma { 
groups (of which we are one) who understand the nature of the present period, 
and have been thrown up by the renewed upsurge of class struggle since 1968. 
These groupings must build on the success and transcend the failings of the 
products of the revolutionary wave after World War One. 


7, THE RUSSIAN REVOLUTION AND STATE CAPITALISM 


The Russian. Revolution of 1917 was one of the highest points of this 
post-war movement, and though failing to inaugurate socialist relations of 
production, its proletarian class nature derived from its being part of an 
international workers movement in paper ition to the imperialist war. In 1917 
the Russian workers brought the Bolshevik Party to power, and at this point that 
party was a vital element in the class movement. However, the Bolsheviks began 
to play a Counter-revolutionary role’ long before the defeat of the European 
revolution (Brest-Litovsk, nationalisations, nationalities issue), which role 
was opposed by elements in the Soviets and factory committees, and by the left 
communists of 1918 within the Bolshevik Party itself. ‘ 

With the downturn of the revolutionary wave, the counter-revolutionary 
elements within Bolshevism became dominant, and were internationalised through 
the activities of the Communist International from 1920 onwards, leading event- 
ually to an open confrontation with the class inside Russia in the 1921 strikes 
in Petrograd and the Kronstadt rising, and hamstringing the German revolution 
through united front policies (Ruhr insurrection) and putschism (March Action). 
For all these reasons, though Bolshevism was at one point part of the class 
movement and therefore part of our historical origins, we do not draw the- basic 
framework of our politics from Leninism but from the ultra-left of that period. 

Because of the failure of the European workers to overthrow capitalism 
after World WargOne, the Bolshevik attempt to hold on to state power could 
only give birth to state capitalism with all its attendant horrors; that is 
autarchic accumulation based on the pauperisation of the proletariat and 
peasantry, and participation in the second round of imperialist warfare 1939-45, 
rs Gage Me the workers with slogans of “anti-fascism", and then the spread of 
the fully statified form of capital to China, Eastern Furope, etc. based on the 
division of the spoils of imperialism. 

Fully-integral state capitalism'is in no way a transition to socialism, 
and neither is it a new system of production; rather, bearing all the hallmarks 
of the capitalist system (wage-labour, commodity production,imperialism) ,it 
lies in the mainstream of capitalist decadence. Further, it shows all the 
contradictions of exchange-value production, and is enmeshed in the current 
world crisis, exhibiting both the economic symptoms (inflation, slow-down of 
growth) and the proletarian response, e.g. Poland 1979-1, visible in the rest 
of the capitalist world. 


8. THE REvoLUTIONARY CLASS 


Because our era is that of the decadence of capitalism, it is also the 
period of potential proletartav, creating the conditions and opportunity for 
the working class to overthrow the system. Since its creation at the dawn of 
capitalism, the proletariat has been the living negation of the system, always 
defending its interests via economic struggles, creating political organisations 
to fight for its interests and occasionally erupting into open revolt. But 
before 1914 these revolts could only be isolated nationally or even locally 
(British Chartism 1838-42, Paris Commune 1871, Russian Revolution of 1995). 
But now proletarian movements, since they stem from the global cecadence of the 
system, tend to assume an international character, e.g. the revolutionary up- 
heavals of 1917-21; and even at the height of the counter-revolutionary period, 
muted proletariag movements are internationalised by the crisis (U.S.A.,France, 
Spain in the 1930's) 

In parallel to the renewal of the crisis, a new period of international 
class struggle was opened in 1968 with the mass strikes in France, followed by 
the upheavals in Italy, Britain, Argentina, Poland etc. Todays generation of 
workers is unburdened by reformism, as after World War One, or by defeat as in 
the 1930*s, and allows us to have hope in its future, and in that of humanity. 
These struggles ali show, to the discomfiture of modernist dilettantes, that 
the proletariat has not become integrated into capitalism, despite fifty years 
of almost total defeats: with these struggles it revives the memory of its own 
past history and prepares itself for its ultimate task. 

Because it is a socialised, Collective producer class, the industrial 
proletariat is the only tendentially communist class, and has to play the 
central role in revolutionary transformation. As the locus of all surplus- 
value production it feels the onslaught of decadent capitalism at its most 
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severe. However, the vast majority of service and white-collar wage labourers 
can be readily integrated into the collective struggle for communism initiated 
by the industrial proletariat. 

But efforts to replace the proletariat as the subject of the revolutionary 
process by the ‘people’ or ‘humanity’ or ‘order-takers' are counter-revolutio- 
nary and must be opposed. Counter-revolutionary too are attempts to fragment 
the proletarian movement, and to sidetrack from the goal of communism by 
attempting to mobilise workers around non-class categories (blacks ,women, 
Catholics), agitating for either unattainable reformist demands, or reactionary 


state capitalist ones. 


9, PROLETARIAN AUTONOMY 


It follows from the impossibility of reformism that the proletariat cannot 
organise itself permanently under decadent capitalism, except in a period of 
open revolutionary struggle. 

Ad hoc strike committees arise and disappear in mass wildcats as the 
pendulum of class struggle oscillates, and the class expresses itself through 
occupations, flying pickets and embryonic forms of proletarian democracy (mass 
assemblies, recall of delegates, binding mandates), and tends to enter into 
physical confrontation with the State. The lessons learned in these economic 
struggles (e.g. nature of the unions) lead to their transformation in a crisis 
to a generalised political struggle. 

Thus these forms of class autonomy are not recipes for a successful 
reformism in the decadent period. On the contrary their importance is that they 
point forward and lead on to the explicit struggle for political power. Any 
attempt to prolong the life of these organisations beyond the struggle will 
conflict with the nature of the epoch and the organisation will later present 
an obstacle to the development of communism. “Rank and Filism" is no answer 
to the integration of the trade unions: to survive such organisations would have 
to adopt the ee of unions (divisions of tasks, financial viability) and 
engage in regular negotiation over the sale of wage-labou i i 
time to their integration into decadent capted tea. saves! fromvens Seneatal. 
and protean class struggle itself, the only permanent way in wnich the class 
can express itself before the workers councils are on the agenda, is in small 
groups defending the communist programme. ; 


10. THe Perrop oF TRANSITION 


As the working class is the only true communist class, political power 
during the transition period must be solely with the proletariat, via its 
armed workers councils linked internationally. This is the historically 
discovered form of the dictatorship of the proletariat. All political 
decisions (arranging of socialist construction, international policy, etc.) 
must be with the workers councils alone, which are a new form of political 
power based on the ruin of the bourgeois state. 

Wherever peasant organisations Come into existence, they should be 
encouraged to arrange their affairs and organise agricultural production within 
the framework laid down by the proletariat (i.e. move towards collectivisation). 
But only when they are engaged in collective production, and thus no longer 
peasants, can these strata have any political power. %n the other hand, 
unproductive and unemployed workers will be integrated into production through 


the workers councils as the surest safeguard against their joining the forces 

of counter-revolution. But any concessions towards peasants or any white 

collar workers would encourage the maintenance of small-scale or even capitalist 
production. However, given the concentration of the bulk of food production 

in the proletarian heartlands, and given the technical sophistication of today's 
proletariat, such concessions are, in any case, materially unnecessary. 

The transition period is not ‘state capitalism’ or ‘workers management’, 
but the lower stage of communism (or socialism, the terms are interchangeable). 
At this time, wage-labour, commodity production and money are abolished, along 
witn private or state ownership of the means of production. In certain sectors 
immediate free distribution can be introduced (e.g. transport, post, telephones). 
But because of the heritage of capitalist perversion of the productive forces 
and the destruction entailed during the revolution, distribution is still 
regulated individually, either by rationing or labour-time vouchers. However, 
these are policies whose adoption and implementation is again the task of the 
workers councils. 

All efforts should be aimed at shortening the transition to free distribut- 
ion, but all speculation about integrating the proletariat into "humanity' 
immediately must be resisted. The Charybdis of anarchism is as dangerous as the 
Scylla of state capitalism. , 

However, the dictatorship of the proletariat “will no longer be a state in 
the proper sense of the word" for it will be “a state in transition to a non- 
state". With the ultimate victory of the first propertyless class in history 
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to wield political power and the comp! 
pletion of the economic destructi 
bourgeois remnants we have communism in its highest stage. a s-apee ae ath 


stateless society without nati me 
assocfation “in which the diss cave lopeent ot ake a7 Lea OF The kenn. 


development of all". 


11, REVOLUTIONARY MINORITIES 


Communist groupings are continually thrown up by the class-struggle when 
the most conscious elements of the class struggle for a coherent understanding 
of the historical experience of the proletariat. So far, the clearest tendency 
to emerge during revolutionary struggle is the German K.A.P.D.with whom we 
identify critically and from whom we draw the groundwork of our politics. At 
the moment communist groups are small and isolated due to the dominance of 
reaction under decadent capitalism: but all these groups have an obligation to 
work towards theoretical clarity, to regroup themselves within explicitly 
defined programmatic class boundaries, and to assume an active orientation 
towards the class struggle as it develops internationally. By organisation and 
intervention these groups will affect and be affected hy the class struggle, 
and grow in this process, eventually constituting, at a period of open revolut- 
jonary struggle, an international political party across capitalist frontiers. 

The tasks of this organisation will he to intervene in the struggle of the 
class on the basis of its programme, and help generalise the growing awareness 
of the class as to its objectives and the obstacles it faces. It can not act 
“on behalf of" the class, but only as a part of it, recognising clearly that 
the main lesson of 1917-21 in 2ussia and Germany was that the exercise of 
political power during the dictatorship of the proletariat and the construction 
of communism are the tasks of the class itself and its elass-wide organisations 
(councils, factory committees, armed militias). The task of the revolutionary 
organisation is to clarify the communist goal and point the way towards it. 
With the political victory of the revolution on an international scale the 
party helps the proletariat to secure the basis of communist production. At the 
end of this transition period the political party will have dissolved itself 
into the proletariat, which will have already become humanity, and the higher 
stage of communism, “real human history" (Marx), begins. 


REVOLUTIONARY PERSPECTIVES 


Theories of State 
Capitalism 


The question of the nature of the society 
which issued from the failure of the Russian 
Revolution is one which has rightly occupied the 
attention of communists for the past firty years 
or more, This is because the answer to the ques- 
tion bears directly on the possibility of 
humanity achieving communism, and on whether 
Marxism is the theory of the social transformat~ 
ions that will usher in a communist society. 

In studying the class nature and economic 
dynamics of. the society which emerged in Russia, 
and which was later extended to China, Eastern 
Europe etc,, we must, as Marxists, honestly face 
up to the problems and their implications, If it 
can be shown that these societies are in some way 
socialist or communist, then this involves a 
rupture with Marx's view of the content of such a 
society, which is revealed as a utopian reverie, 
and Marxism ceases to be the theory of communism, 
Marx saw communism as being ushered in by a 
proletarian revolution and leading to a society 
of associated producers which would abolish the 
State, commodity production, national frontiers, 
and install production for human needs, The 
discrepancy between this and a society which has 
statified property relations, a barbarically 
repressive political structure and which has in 
its history been implicated in the murder of 
millions of people, and in whose creation the 
proletariat played no role, this discrepancy is 
too enormous to be bridged. 

On the other hand, if it is asserted that 
this society is in no way socialist, but neither 
ts tt capttalist, then a profound rupture is made 
in Marx's schema of historical development. Marx 
(and all’ subsequent revolutionary Marxists) saw 
humanity as having only two options facing it as 
the outcome of the development of the contradic- 
tions of capitalism; socialism or barbarism, 

As Rosa Luxemburg put it at the outbreak of the 
first global capitalist carnage of 1914-18, 
"Bourgeois society faces a dilemma; either a 
transition to socialism, or a return to barbarism. 
This is the dilemma of world history, either - or; 
the die will be cast Ly the class conscious prol- 


tariat." (1) 
A third alternative that is not capitalist, even 


tf tt is an exploitative society (some have 
asserted that Stalinism was a slave society), 
means that again we must abandon Marxism and look 
around for some other theory that can explain the 
emergence and dynamics of this 'new form' of 
society. 

To rely upon the saving grace that Stalinism 
was "barbarism" is no solution, This leaves us 
with an episodic history, at times barbarism, up 
to say 1953, and at times something else that 
issues from it in an unexplained way - a part- 
time barbarism. Such a theory was tenable, 
though wrong, in the eafly 1940's when barbarism 
appeared really to have descended upon humanity 
on a world scale. And, while it cannot be denied 
that Russia and China (like western capitalism) 
contain pregnant barbaric elements, these societ- 
ies are not generalised barbarism, and such a 
view cannot serve as an excuse for evading the 
essential task of an analysis of these social 
formations, 


Thus, it is clear that only the idea that 
these societies are still capitalist can preserve 
the Marxist historical schema and Marx's views 
on the content of communism from disintegration. 
But we undertake the following investigation, not 
as a religious cry of credo in Marxism, but 
because we believe that the actual existence and 
development of these societies can only be 
explained by using the basic tools of Marxism and 
that all rival theories are visibly inadequate 
for the task. 

We shall try to demonstrate this by, firstly 
reviewing the theories which have emerged over the 
past fifty years concerning the nature of Russian 
society, and then by applying the theory of the 
state capitalist nature of these societies to the 
actual economic crisis which is there becoming 
more acute. The whole analysis will be underlain 
(and at the same time serve as a validation) of 
the view that these statified systems exhibit the 
tendencies of the mainstream of capitalist decad- 
ence, The tendency towards statification is that 
of global capitalism in its present period of 
decline as a social system, In the words of 
Internationalisn, 

"These structural, economic and political 
modifications of the capitalist system which have 
marked the era of permanent crisis, of Imperial- 
ist world wars, constitute the transition from 
monopolistic capitalism to state capitalism; thus 
such phenomena as the nationalisation of the 
means of production, state planning ... must be 
situated within the trajectory of capitalist 
development." (2) 


INITIAL THEORIES 
The first attempts to grapple with the 


nature of post-October society tended to fall 
back on a vulgarised Marxism with a rigid 
schematisation which followed the level of each 
‘mational' economy in isolation from world capit- 
alism; i.e. this view held that the Revolution was 
a bourgeois revolution in a backward country and 
could thus only give birth to state capitalism, 
Not only the Mensheviks in Russia like Plekhanov, 
and the German Social Democrats, like Kautsky, 
who found it quite possible to support the war 
but not the post-war revolutionary wave, took up 
this stand, Certain groups who had opposed the 
war and were initially quite sympathetic to the 
Bolsheviks did so as well (the British S.P.G.B., 
Martov and the Menshevik Internationalists). For 
all these people October was nothing but a Blan- 
quist coup which violated the sacred principles 
of bourgeois democracy. With them we cannot 
polemicise, since they themselves and their 
descendants are counter-revolutionary. 

However, certain of the groups who supported 
the Russian Revolution, and who were active in 
the post-war revolutionary waves and were the 
most advanced in dealing with the political 
implications of the onset of capitalism's 
permanent crisis, later, under the pressure of 
defeat and demoralisation, went back to the 
theory of the bourgeois nature of the Russian 
upheaval a posteriort, The view of Otto Ruhle, 
ex-member of the German K.A.P.D., in 1924 was 
typical of later councilists, 

"From the beginning, {n accordance with its 
historical conditions the Russian Revolution 


could only be a bourgeois revolution. It had to 
get rid of Tsarism, to smooth the way for capit- 
alism, and to help the bourgeoisie into the 
saddle politically." (3) 

But this mechanistic theory also has terrible 
consequences for Marxism, and we will raise a few 
en passant which show that to deduce from the 
capitalist nature of Russia in the '20's the 
bourgeois nature of the revolution is inadequate. 


This view is nationalist, in that instead 
of seeing the First World War as an expression of 
the global crisis of capitalism, and the move- 
ments of 1917-21 as international responses to 
this decadence, it limits the struggle for social- 
ism to each country, and the success or failure 
of each proletariat depends on the maturity of 
‘its’ bourgeoisie. Secondly, it fails to attack 
the question of why the Russian bourgeoisie was 
incapable of carrying out its historic tasks in 
1917, Did it lack spiritual nerve, or did its 
impasse again express the global crisis of a 
system where mo more bourgeois revolutions were 
possible? Finally, if one seriously holds the 
bourgeois theses a propos Russia, one has to 
abandon Marxism; if we can have such a revolution 
carried out by a class (the proletariat) and 
party (the Bolsheviks) who were emphatically non- 
bourgeots then what becomes of the base/super- 
structure relationship in the Marxist schema. 
Perhaps we can also have proletarian revolutions 
carried out by ... the bourgeoisie? The bourg- 
eois revolution thesis as regards Russia is a 
lazy, non-Marxist theory, stemming from either 
reaction or demoralisation, and if it is held 
logically can only lead to confusionist politics. 

A form of capitalism emerged out of the 
Russian Revolution for two reasons. In the first 
place, the confusion reigning inside the Bolsh- 
evik Party (and the working class in Russia) as 
to the content of socialism allowed measures such 
as the nationalisation of industry, the suppress- 
ion of the factory committees, one-man management 


etc., to be passed off as measures of socialist 
construction, This confusion, the result of 


Social Democratic hangovers, which could only be 
cleared up in living struggle, is clearly found 


in Lenin's works, e.g., 
“For socialism is nothing but the next step 


forward from state capitalist monopoly, In other 
words, socialism is nothing but state capitalist 
monopoly made to benefit the whole people, and by 
this token it ceases to be capitalist monopoly." 

(4) 
Not that such ideas were unopposed by elements 
within the class and the Bolshevik Party itself. 
For example, Ossinsky stated in 1918 for the 
group of Left Communists, 

"We stand for the construction of the 
proletarian society by the class creativity of 
the workers themselves, not by the ukases of the 
captains of industry ... Socialism and socialist 
organization will be set up by the proletariat 
itself, or they will not be set up at all; some- 
thing else will be set up - state capitalism" (5) 
The Left Communists correctly argued that only 
the policy of communist construction hand in hand 
with an aggressive anti-capitalist international 
policy could save the Revolution. 

But the main reason for the emergence of 
state capitalism in Russia was not ideological 
confusion, but the failure of the European revol- 
utionary wave of 1917-20, which provided the basis 
on which such confusions about the content of 
communism could flourish. Despite earlier 
statements by the Bolsheviks that the revolution 
could only succeed internationally, they began to 
feel that they could “hold on" after the post-war 
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defeats of the proletariat, till the next 
revolutionary wave. Such a conception meant the 
fostering and development of capitalist relations 
inside Russia, which Bolshevik confusionism 
passed off as ‘steps to socialism’, The equation 
of industrialisation with communism, and the 
implicit acceptance of its possibility in one 


country, dominated the Communist International by 
the time of its Third Congress in June 1921. 

Even Preobrazhensky, one of the Left Communists 
of 1918, could write a book in 1924 called 
“Primitive Socialist Accumulation" advocating 
industrialisation via unequal market exchange 
with the peasantry, which he equated with the 
progress of socialism. Such a decline merely 
epitomised tendencies deep-rooted in Bolshevism 


from its inception, 
Much of the confusion about the nature of state 


capitalism has risen from its growth out of the 
defeat and isolation of-a genuine proletarian 


revolution. 
The most consistent proponents of the view 


that Russia remained a capitalist society in the 
1920's were the various groups which issued out 
of the left-wing critique of Bolshevism in the 
Third International, the most important of which 
was the German Kommunistische Arbeiterpartei 
(K.A.P.D.) Inside the K.A.P.D, the viewpoint on 
the capitalist nature of Russia took two forms, 
One group around Ruhle, who originally supported 
the October revolution had, by 1920, via a 
criticism of the reactionary elements in the 
Bolshevik programme, decided that Russia remained 
a capitalist society. However, Ruhle raised the 
analysis to a new level by stating that it was a 
state capitalist society, and disassociating the 
communist programme from nationalisations, It was 
was his view that, 

“The Bolsheviks carried out the nationalis-— 
ation of industry, of transport, banks, factories, 
etc., and thus awoke quite generally the belief 
that socialist measures were involved, Never- 
theless, nationalisation is not socialisation, 
Through nationalisation you can arrive at large- 
scale, tightly centrally run state capitalism, 
which is still capitalism." (6) 

Thus, on the basis of historical experience, 
Ruhle was the first to enrich Engels' hypothet- 
ical discussion of the possibility of state 
capitalism at the end of the nineteenth century. 
Engels’ words should be enough to disassociate 
the communist programme from those who seek to 
defend any "national capital" by statification, 

“But the transformation, either into joint 
stock companies, or into state ownership, does 
not do away with the capitalistic nature of the 
productive forces ... The modern State, no matter 
what its form, is essentially a capitalist 
machine, the ideal personification of total nat- 
ional capital ... The workers remain wage 
labourers, proletarians. The capitalist relation 
is not done away with ." (7) 

Ruhle's inadequacies on the Russian revol- 
ution we have already mentioned, The other 
dominant trend in the K.A.P.D, refused totally 
the former's characterisation. ef the revolution, 
For example Hermann Gorter, the Dutch Marxist 
member of the K.A.P.D., stated in 1923, 

“We are the finest opponents - and this goes 
for the K.A.P. of all countries - of the view of 
the Mensheviks, Kautskyites, Independents, 


pacitiste, etc, - that the Russian revolution had 
© go through the experience of a bourgeois 


revolution ... When a proletariat sees the way to 
revolution and victory, it has the right to 
seize it, and a duty. Also the possibility of 
the German and world revolution was, and still is 
there." (8) 


On the other hand, this tendency made the 
opposite error and failed to relate their eritic- 


isms of the international policy of the 
International to the process of the internal 
degeneration of the revolution: a question on 
which they remained silent. For them the orig- 
inal sin of Bolshevism was the New Economic 
Policy (NEP) of 1921, Thus, for them, the great 
danger was the NEP-men and kulaks, as the person- 
ifiers of capital and agents favouring bourgeois 
restoration. Gorters' view of Russian 
'capitalism'are in marked contrast to those of 
Ruhle given above. Gorter sees, 

"In the cities the new power of the 
bourgeoisie is growing, on the land also the new 
power of the peasantry, and in between them the 
proletariat, in spite of all appearances, has 
little power. The new bourgeoisie in the cities 
and the peasantry want everything, want to 
enrich themselves ..-. they wait only for foreign 
trade to be opened, and all the fetters on 
capitalism will be loosened." (9) 

This view of capitalism made some of the 
K.A.P.D.prone to accept the Stalinist third- 
period as a move back in the correct direction 
(Karl Schroeder for example), and left the 
remainder confused as to the nature of the 
society, calling it alternatively state capit- 
alism and state communism, as though the terms 
were synonymous, Take for example the text 
written for the K.A.P.D. by the Dutch G.1I.K. 
group "Grundprinzipien Kommunistischer 
Production uad Verteilung" of 1931 where the 
authors talk of Russia as a "new, previously 
unknown form of social domination" (p.25) and 
speak of "State communist economy, or better, 
that of state capitalism ..." (p.88) 

The critique of the degeneration of Bolsh- 
evism and the IlIIrd International put forward 
by the Italian Left (Amadeo Bordiga and the 
Italian abstentionist Communist Party) was 
weaker than that of the K.A.P.D. whom Bordiga 
always denounced as "syndicalistY On the 
questions of the impossibility of parliamentary 
tribunism, the capitalist nature of the trades 
unions and the reactionary nature of substitut- 
ionism they were ambiguous, especially after 
their accomodation with the counter-revolutionary 
Comintern from 1921, Not until well into the 
20's did Bordiga feel that something had gone 
wrong in Russia, and he saw it as a proletarian 
"ceollectivized" economy until the Second World 
War, Even-after the war, he was slow in coming 
to grips with state capitalism, In "Property 
and Capital", for example, he divorced the 
communist programme from self-management, but 
not from statification. Only in the 1950's did 
he finally decide that Russia is capitalist. 

Thus, the various groups issuing from Bord- 
iguism were generally unclear about the nature of 
state capitalism in Russia and elsewhere, not 
clearly seeing it as the main element in 
capitalist decadence, and the state as the 
personification of capital. Their analysis of 
Russia fell back to or below the level of 
Gorter's in the 1920's, A typical example of 
the latter day Bordiguists' attitude on Russia 


was that, 
“power has passed into the hands of a hybrid 


and shapeless coalition of internal interests 
of the lower and upper middle classes, semi- 
independent businessmen, and the international 
capitalist classes." (10) 

Despite the weaknesses of Bordiguism, the 
opposition of the Italian Communist Party and 
its survivors up to 1938 to united fronts, 
reformist tactics and, less consistently, to 


parliamentarism, marks tem as a real _exprersion 
lof the communist movement after World War 1. 

These stammering and confused efforts of 
the European ultra-Left stemmed from the novelty 
of Russian society in the 1920's as the only 
statified economy in the world; and also fron 
their own personal involvement in the revolution- 
ary waves after World War One, and the failure 
to overcome misconceptions rooted in their 


_practice of that period. 


But, as Marx commented, "Mankind only sets 
itself such problems as it can solve." Thus, 
the economic crisis of 1929-33, with the . 
subsequent rise of the varied forms of statific- 
ation in Germany (Fascism), the U.S.A. (New Deal) 
and Russia (Five Year Plans) meant that the clear 
tendency of statification as the dominant 
movement of the epoch for capitalism, as attempts 
to overcome the law of value within value 
production itself, of the role of the state as 
the central personification of national capital 
in the era of capitalism's permanent crisis, 


could be faced and resolved. ; 
The capitalist nature of statification 


and planning clarified on a world scale meant, 
for example, that the already-mentioned G.1.K. 
could write in a much clearer vein about Russia 
in an article of 1935, which characterised 
Russia as state capitalist, 

"For the same reasons, from the Marxist 
point of view, the Russian tentatives towards 
economic planning cannot be considered socialist. 
Russian practice does not obey communist 
principles, but rather the laws of capitalist 
accumulation, Here we have, even though under a 
modified form, a production of surplus value o-- 
Wage labour gives birth to capital and constit- 
utes in Russia the basis for the existence of a 
growing privileged bureaucracy «++ 

The separation of the producers from the 
means of production which still exists in Russia 
exchange relations, the market, necessitates the 
maintenance of accounting in money. All this 
has nothing to do with Marx's definition of the 
“free and equal association of producers" which 
constitutes communism." (11) 

A more successful attempt to generalise 
from the higher level of international statific- 
ation in the 1930's from a communist standpoint 
was made by the councilist groups in the U.S.A. 
around Paul Mattick Council Correspondence and 
Living Marxism. 

Mattick analysed the crisis of 1929 and 1933 
as the onset of the permanent crisis of capital- 
ism, caused by the permanent lowering of the 
average rate of profit due to the international- 
isation of competition between capitals of such 
an organic composition, that the counteracting 
tendencies to the fall in the rate of profit were 
insufficient to prevent capital stagnation. He 
analysed statification and preparation for war 
as the ultimate responses of the system. The New 
Deal, the Five Year Plans, the Third Reich were 
all efforts to overcome the contradictions of 
capitalism within capitalist production and were 
thus doomed to fail. No theory of state capital- 
ism prior to World War Two went beyond the 
characterisation of Russia as state capitalist 


to a validation, but within these severe limits, 
the theory propounded by Mattick was the best. 


"There is no term which could express more 
clearly the economic order of Russia than the 
term state capitalism, The mode of production is 
capitalist; that is to say, by means of wage 
labour, there is an appropriation of surplus 
value, of profit." (12) 

Mattick asserted that not only was Russia capit- 
alist, but that it functioned like private 


capitalism, and was subject to its contradictory 
movement, 

"In the matter of capitalism there is no 
difference between democratic, monopolistic or 
state capitalism .,, whatever differences exist 
between the various owners and controllers of 
capital, they all act alike". (13) 

Given their characterisation of Russia as state 
capitalist and in addition Imperialist, the group 
around Mattick in the U.S.A. as well as the Dutch 
G.1I.K. adopted a defeatist position in World War 
Two, rejecting, even as some of them had done in 
1914 (Ruhle, Pannekoek) all talk of "defense of 
democracy" and "lesser evils". 


THE ITINERARIES OF APOLOGISTS 

Parallel with these valuable, though limited 
attempts of the ultra-Left communists in the 
1920's and 30's to grapple with the nature of 
the society emerging in Russia and to defend 
Marxism and communism at a time of counter- 
revolution, there emerged the theorists of the 
"new forms of society" (all of whom find their 
roots in Trotskyism), and of “socialism in one 
country" (Stalin and his followers). An 
exposition and criticism of these two poles of 
apology will, better than any other, validate 


the state capitalist theory. 
Being integrated in the process of estab- 


lishing state capitalism in Russia by the 
militarisation of labour, crushing of the 
Kronstadt rebellion and later loyal opposition 
to Stalinism and advocate of forced accumulation, 
Trotsky was incapable of taking to its roots an 


analysis of the rise and growth of state capit- 
alism in Russia and thus was compelled at all 


costs to maintain the concept of Russia as a 
“workers' state", neither socialist nor capital- 
ist, until his death in 1940. That Russia was not 
socialist, lacking proletarian democracy with 
enormous wage differentials etc., was easy to 


assert, but Trotsky's view that it was not 
capitalist was based initially on the idea that 


the bureaucracy could be "pressurised" by the 
working class (this would make avy capitalist 
regime a workers' state), later this was changed 
to its defence - because it was state capitalist! 
that is, because: 

"The nationalisation of the land, the means 
of industrial production, transport, and 
exchange, together with the monopoly of foreign 
trade, constitute the basis of the Soviet social 
structure. Through these relations, established 
by a proletarian state revolution, the nature of 
the Soviet Union as a proletarian state is for 
us basically defined." (14) 

This mumbo-jumbo shows Trotsky's complete 
rupture with the communist programme, and a 
further separation of himself from Marxism. 
Similarly, his contention that the relations of 
production in Russia were socialist, but those of 
distribution bourgeois or fascist, tears the 
heart out of the Marxist conception that, 

"The relations and modes of distribution 
thus appear merely as the okverse of the agents 
of production. The structure (Gliederung) of 
distribution is completely determined by the 
structure of production." (15) Such historical 
aberrations as occur, for example in a revolution 
must be short term and can't possibly maintain 
themselves for half a century - except in the 
heads of Trotsky's epigones like Mandel. (16) 
From Trotsky's confusions spread a plethora of 
non-Marxist views on the nature of Russian 
society, issuing from those who had been assoc- 
iated with his abortive IVth International. 
Examples of these viewpoints are Schachtman, 
Bruno R. and Burnham, who all asserted that 
Stalinism was a new form of non-capitalist 
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exploitative society, and crisis-free, a ‘third 
alternative’ to capitalism or socialism. These 
views were the first to refer, though in a 
limited, inadequate way, to actual soviet 
society. 

Schachtman considered that Russia was a 
"bureaucratic collectivist' society, which was 
virtually Trotsky's position with a change of 
name. This can be seen from the following: 

"From the standpoint of socialism, the 
bureaucratic collectivist state is a reactionary 
social order, in relation to the capitalist world 
it is on a historically more progressive plane." 

(17) 
Later Schachtman decided that Stalinism was 


barbarism and after the Second World War he 
called for the defence of democracy against 


this barbarism! A theory which asserts that 
Stalinism is not capitalism, that it has no 
central drive, inevitably leads to such erratic 
political conclusions. 

With Bruno R. we are a step further on, but 
possibly two back. That Russia was a class 
society he could not deny, but he asserted that 
it was a slave soctety based on large-scale 
industry, 

"Exploitation occurs exactly as in a society 
based on slavery, the subject of the State works 
for one master who has bought him, he becomes 
part of his master's capital ... They no longer 
(i.e. the Wussian workers) have anything in 
common with free workers, except the sweat of 
their brow. The marxists will truly need a 
Diogenes" lamp if they intend to find any prol- 
etarians in the Soviet towns." (18) 

Bruno R.'s justification for his views was 
the existence of forced labour in Russia and 
legal disabilities on workers changing their jobs 
and like Hilferding he decided that since these 
operated also in Nazi Germany, neither was that 
a capitalist society. Only James Burnham, 
another ex-Trotskyist , 
decided tnat since bureaucratic collectivism was 
on a higher plane than capitalism, so Fascism 
was also, becoming an apologist for Fascism and 
predicting the triumph of the Nazi war effort. 
In fact, slave labour was of minor importance in 
Russian capital accumulation, and was only a 
particular moment in that process, and labour 
turnover, as well as absenteeism were and are 
as high in Russia as in any other industrial 
capitalist society. 


was completely logical and 


LABOUR TURNOVER/100. 


EMPLOYEES 
1929 1930 1931 1932 
Entered employment 122 176 151 121 
Left at 115 152 136 135 
(Source: A.Nove "Economic History of the U.S.S.R.") 


(Pelican) p.197. 


Hardly the behaviour of a slave class! 

A variant of this viewpoint was produced 
by the French group Socialism ou Barbarie around 
Paul Cardan, which broke from the IVth Inter- 
national after the Second World War, without 
breaking from Trotskyist perversions of Marxism. 
In an article called "Les rapports de production 
en Russe" (1949), Cardan argued that in Russia 
we were considering a crisis-free, non-capitalist 
exploitative society, out of which revolution 
would issue as a result of superstructural con- 
flict between order givers and order takers (the 
workers and the bureaucracy). Cardan adhered to 
these views consistently, writing of those who 
said that Russia was capitalist, 
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"We must recall here that certain Marxists 
who consider the U.S.S.R. to be state capit- 
alist have long searched for the equiveleat 
of economit depressions and an industrial reserve 
army. Some believe they had discovered them in 
the phenomenon of the concentration camps ... We 
still patiently await the economic crisis 
provoked by de-Stalinisation." (19) 

Cardan slowly drew out the conclusions ot this 
theory and in 1963, faced with twenty years of 
post-war 'boom', he decided that western capit- 
alism was also crisis-free. Here too the 
conflict was between, not classes, but his pet 
dirigeants/executants. Finally, the odyssey of 
this particular Greek led him to assert an 
atomised, voluntarist basis for the revolution, 
portrayed as a project for generalised self- 
management, a recherche Proudhonism. As a result, 
every time some particular bureaucratic society 
put ua a "human face' (Yugoslavia, Algeria) 
Socialism ou Barbarie rushed to flirt with it, 
just as the Burnhamites and Schachtmanites abased 
themselves before every 'non-capitalist' gang 
which appeared. 

A final variant of this discredited theory 
can be found in the pages of "Critique" advanced 
by H. Ticktin. Russia was non-capitalist and 
non-socialist from 1929-53 (approximately) since 
when it is becoming capitalist, i.e. moving to 
towards a market economy. Again there are 
unanswered questions. What is the materialist 
dynamic of this system; why the move towards a 
market economy? To these questions only empir- 


ical answers of efficiency can be given. 
According to Ticktin, this 'system' has iaws, 


which look remarkably like those of capital 
accumulation, such as the growth of Department I 
against Department II, despite the wishes of the 
elite (p.25-7). But just to confuse you, the 
law of value does not operate (p.37)! Similarly, 
there 7s an exploited working class in Russia, 
but the surplus is not surplus value (p.41). 
However, there is mot, in his opinion, a ruling 
class, merely an elite (which is not hereditary, 
and is conflict ridden, ergo not a class). 
Finally, it is “correct to point out accumulation 
as perhaps the main feature of soviet political 
economy"(p.24) but this is not of capital, or of 
use value; what it is remains a mystery. (20) 
Clearly none of these views which have their 
roots in Trotskyism can explain the nature of 
soviet society, nor maintain the centrality of 
Marxism as the theory of communism. In addition, 
their political consequences are, as outlined 
above, disastrous. 

However, the converse theory, of the 
socialist nature of the U.S.S.R. also needs to be 
overthrown to validate the state capitalist 
thesis from the other side, so to speak. We will 
not here examine such theories as the Webb's and 
other panegyrics by bourgeois intellectuals which 
find their present day echoes in views like 
Joan Robinson's on Maoism, but rather the views 
put out by the Soviet rulers themselves and 
defended by traditional 'third period' Stalinist 
groups. The Stalinists claim not to have made 

any innovations in the conception of the content 
of the post capitalist society, as do the Trotsky- 
ists, but rather to have made only the innovation 
that socialism could be achieved in one country; 
this is the bedrock of Stalinism. 

"Lenin, proceeding from Marxist theory, came 
to the conclusion that the socialist revolut- 
ion could prove fully victorious in one country 
taken separately ... that the old formula of Marx 
and Engels no longer corresponded to the new 
historical conditions." (21) 


One pole of the claim for the socialist 
nature of Russia was of course the existence of 
statified property relations, which we have 
already dealt with as proving nothing for all the 
apologists. The other main claims given were the 
abolities of the law of value by price-fixing, 
and the abolition of commodity production by the 
abolition of the market, and to these we now turn. 
They were advanced throughout the 30's and 40's 
and find their classic statement in Stalin's 
"Economic Problems of Socialism in the U.S.S.R." 


(1952), the Bible of "anti-revisionists" today. 


The idea that price-fixing and the direction 
of investments by the State overcomes the law of 
value is asserted by Stalin, 

"Totally incorrect too is the assertion that 
under our present economic system ... the law of 
value regulates the "proportions" of labour 
distributed among the various branches of produc- 
tion. 

If this were true it would be incomprehens-— 
ible why our light industries, which are the most 
profitable, are not being developed to the utmost, 
and why preference is given to heavy industries, 
which are often less profitable, and sometimes 
altogether unprofitable." (22) 

Under classical capitalism the law of value 
regulated a free flow of investments from 
unprofitable to profitable industries, and this 
assuredly does not happen in the U.S.S.R. - but 
neither does it happen any longer in the mixed 
economies, where the State forces re-investment in 
the heavy, non-profitable industries via national- 
isation, taxation policy etc. But to hold with 
Stalin that this means the law of value ceases to 
operate, means that we must also accept Keynsian- 
ism as a step towards communism. One group of 
modern third period Stalinists, the British and 
Irish Communist Organization (B&ICO) have 
actually taken up this position and decided that 
communism is an-element of the present economic 
structure of the U.K.! Their desire to help 
further communism led them to support the efforts 
of Heath's government in 1970-4 to end the 
commodity character of labour power by imposing 
wage restraints. The appalling overhead costs of 
a logical third periodism are evident. Not only 
investment, but prices also in the U.S.S.R. are 
not determined by the law of value, only 
‘influenced' by it, according to Stalin. He says, 

"The trouble is not that production in our 
country is influenced by the law of value. The 
trouble is that our business executives are poorly 
acquainted with the operations of the law of 
value." (23) 

It is also obvious that at the level of each 
individual commodity in the U.S.S.R., with price- 
fixing, there is little tendency for each price to 
fluctuate towards real value. However, Marx's 
value/price theory and the problem of the trans-— 
formation of value into price can only be 

analysed at the level of the economy as a whole, 
where total prices must and do equal total values, 
in the U.S.S.R. as elsewhere. Again, if held 
logically, this theory leads to regarding price 
subsidies and control as 'steps towards communism' 
in the mixed economy. However, all these State 
interventions in the economy which form the 
apologia of Stalinism are nothing more than 
extreme examples of tendencies already well in 
operation in the stattfied, mixed economies of 
the West and are nothing less than the last 
efforts of capitalism to save itself in the 
of tte decadence. . 

The final argument, that of the abolition 
the market, is in any case irrelevant so long == 
wage labour exists. As Mattick put it, 


"The whole of the capitalist market - except 
the market relations between capital and labour - 
May disappear without affecting the capitalist 
form of production at all. The market relation 
between capital and labour is the only capitalist 
relation per se. Short of its abolition the hist- 
orically developed form of production for human 
exploitation that has been called capitalism can- 
not disappear." (24) 

The argument is that in Russia the bulk of output 
in value terms, the Department I industries, are 
not commodities, since they do not pass through 
the market and that, consequently, the sphere of 
commodity production is limited to that of cons- 
umer goods. 
4 "Consequently our form of commodity produc- 
tion is not of the ordinary type, but is a special 
kind of commodity producéion, commodity production 
without capitalists, which is concerned mainly 
with the goods of associated socialist producers 
(the state, the collective farms, the 
_ co-operatives), the sphere of which is confined to 
_ personal consumption." (25) 

However, unless we assert that a disguised 
form of commodity production operates at all 
levels of the Soviet economy, again some amazing 
conclusions follow from such a standpoint. By 
not denying that agriculture, foreign trade and 
personal consumption were dominated by commodity 
production, the Stalinists assert that capitalist 
commodities can be exchanged - not only for other 
commodities as Marx said - but for socialised use 
value. For example, the peasantry exchange comm- 
odities (agricultural goods) for socialised use 
values (machinery from the State), which use 
values then become part of the next cycle of comm- 
odity production! Machinery which is imported 
from the West, however, as a commodity, becomes 


integrated into the nroductive cycle as a use 
value in Department I producing more use values 


which, as we have seen, are destined to take part 
once again in commodity production. Some 
"metamorphosis of commodities" indeed! 

Also the argument that the bulk of Department 
I goods are not bought and sold on the market and 
their prices are not fixed by competition, but by 
the State, implies that the same processes taking 
place in the western partially statified economies 
are moving towards the abolition of commodity 
production. In what sense is the price paid to 
State electricity boards by State railways the 
direct result of competition, or orders for State 
steelworks to State mines? In what sense does the 
American steel monopolies' mining of their own 
iron and its accounting at the level of bookkeeping 
abolish commodity production? Only by assuming 
what is to be proved can it be claimed that the 
same measures are in one sense steps to communism, 
and in another, desperate efforts of capitalism 
to maintain itself. 

The analysis of the nature of Russia must not 
start from such discussions of the external mech- 
anism of circulation, but with the actual process 


of production and accumulation. For us, the cap- 
italist nature of Russia is defined by the comm- 


odity character of labour power, by the continued 
separation of the producers from the means of 
production, and the existence of the accumulation 
of capital based on the exploitation of this 
labour power. In Russia the producers have never 


ased to be wage labourers, selling their only 
Ermmodi ty and receiving in exchange a wage to ex- 


change against the commodities needed for the means 
of subsistence. This relation guarantees the 
capitalist nature of the whole economy, 

"Thus capital pre-supposes wage labour; wage 
labour pre-supposes capital, They reciprocally 
condition the existence of each other, they 
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reciprocally bring forth each other.” (26) 
Despite wage-fixing, despite att-rpts to prevent 
movement of labour (both of which obtained in Wert 
Germany without it ceasing to pe capitalist) wage 
labour has never been other than a commodity in 
Russia, hence the surplus for expansion of, the 
means of production has taken the form of surplus 
value,and this expansion, the form of the eaccum- 
ulation of capital. 

Stalin, as we have already noted, discovered 
socialist 'profits' and socialist 'commodities'. 
His accolytes on the B&ICO are the Columbuses of 
socialist 'wage labour’. In their text, "Marxism 
and Market Socialism", devoted to a defence of 
Stalin, they say: 

",..here we will only remark that labour 
power never ceased (i.e. since 1921) to take the 
form of wage labour. In a planned socially 
controlled economy in which all the workers were 
the employees of a workers' state, the outward 
form of wage labour might remain, but labour power 


in fact would not be a commodity. The workers 
individually would "sell" their labour power to 


themselves collectively." (27) 
Like all other Stalinist defences of the 


‘socialist’ nature of Russia, socialist wag- 
labour turns out to be just one more wisp ot smoke 


that vanishes as you grasp it. We can only agrec 
with the B&ICO that Stalin and the "Brivish ru 
ruling class" personify the same system - 
capttalism 


APPLICATIONS OF THE THEORY 

Since de-Stalinisation, which allowed more 
empirical research to be undertaken of the soc- 
iety, we have seen since the War attempts to apply 
the theory of the 'state capitalist’ nature of 
Russia to the development of the economy and its 
problems, and to these we now turn. 

The analysis of Raya Dunayevskaya should be 
mentioned here. She was Trotsky's secretary in 
Mexico, but broke with him over his support for 
the Nazi-Soviet pact and she concluded that Russia 
was now a state capitalist system. Like Bordiga, 
she remained incapable of criticising the early 
Bolsheviks and for her the class character of 
Russia changed with the death of Lenin in 1924. 
Although she saw capitalism as having reached its 
‘ultimate' stage of state capitalism, she did not 
have a rigorous theory of decadence, of state 
capitalism as the expression of permanent crisis. 

However, her analysis does have the virtue of 
being a value one; that sees the crisis as being 
a result of the tendential fall in the rate of 
profit, and she argues against those who think 
that state capitalism is immune from crisis and 
that it also is subject to this law. Given that 
this system is still one of crisis, it is one of 
potential revolution, and Dunayevskaya sees the 
roots of this in the workers' revolts of 1953 and 
1956 in the state capitalist bloc. State capital- 
ism is now the ultimate stage of capital world 
wide and its continued existence offers humanity 
only barbarism. 

“State capitalism means and can only mean 
bureaucracy, tyranny and barbarism as could have 
been seen in Nazi Germany, and can be seen in 
totalitarian Russia." (28) 

But Dunayevskaya fails to analyse whether state 
capitalism is imperialist and thus her organiz- 
ation in the U.S. "News and Letters" still sees 
anti-imperialist struggles in the world today, 
especially in black Africa, rather than seeing 
them as inter-Imperialist conflicts. On a purely 
theoretical level, Dunayevskaya's theory has much 
merit. Where she fails is in applying it 
concretely to a social and historical process, 
Though economically it has to be understood in 
abstracto, capitalism is also a social and 
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histortcal movement. Failure to see this means 
taking abstraction for reality; as grievous an 
error as taking appearance for reality. 

Another theory was advanced by T. Cliff, who 


left the IVth International when the incompatib- 
ility of events in Eastern Europe after the War 


with the theories of the workers' state was 
revealed. Their state capitalist analysis allowed 
them to oppose Russian and Chinese Imperialism in 
Korea in the early 50's, but given the weakness 
of their analysis, these advances wereunable to be 
maintained, and the group later formed by Cliff - 
International Socialism - is now a consistent 
supporter of Russian Imperialism in the Middle 
East, Vietnam and elsewhere. 

Since they remain Trotskyists, the Cliff 


group are unable to understand the role of the 
Bolsheviks, once the European revolution had 


failed, in establishing state capitalism in Russia 
and specifically, that of Trotsky. Anyone who 
knows of the militarisation of labour, crushing of 
the factory committees, shooting down of the 
Petrograd strikers in 1921, can only dismiss the 
following as so much nauseating distortion, 

"Under Lenin and Trotsky, the workers had 
the right to defend themselves even against their 
own state it was taken for granted that 
strikes were not to be suppressed by the state." 

. (29) 

Cliff defends the 'proletarian' nature of 
Russia in the 1920's (the NEP period!) against its 
capitalist nature in the 30's and thus it is no 
accident that I.S. found it possible to defend 
Dubceck's market socialism against Russian invas-— 
invasion in 1968, and Cliff himself expresses 
sympathy for the Titoist struggle against Stalin. 
The 'human face' of Trotskyism is market 
socialism, as can be clearly seen in the following 
prescription from Cliff of how the peasants will 
be dealt with under 'socialism': 

“Voluntary co-operation (with the peasants) 
demands a highly mechanised agriculture, good 
prices for agricultural goods paid by the State, 

a plentiful supply of cheap industrial goods for 
the peasantry and very low taxes for them." (30) 

: (our emphasis) 
But if we examine what Cliff means by state 
capitalism it becomes clear that for him Russia is 


is not a capitalist society, but rather an 
exploitative, class divided society, which is not 


centred on commodity production and whose crisis 
is not economic. That is, as the Mandelites have 
argued, Cliff is nearer to the bureaucratic coll- 
ectivist thesis than he admits. This becomes 
transparent when he state, 

".,,there is only one thing in Russia that 
appears on the surface to fulfil the requirements 
of a commodity; labour power." (31) (our emphasis) 

- before going on to say that this is actually 
an illusion. This step being taken, the next is 
logical. He feels that: 

" ..,hence, if one examines the relations 
within the Russian economy, then one is bound to 
conclude that the source of the law of value as 
the motor and regulator of the economy, is not 
to be found in it." (32) 

For Cliff the law of value operates because of 
external pressure not of competition on the world 
market, but of armaments production, which forces 
Russia to accumulate to 'defend' itself. This, 

of course, means that if the capitalists in the 
West did not threaten Russia, or if the workers in 
the West took over, then Russia could disarm and 
proceed towards communism; the Mandelite position. 

Since, for Cliff, there is no fundamental 
contradiction, either of falling profits or of 
overproduction in the ‘state capitalist' system, 
then he has to argue conjunctural factors as the 
source of its peturbation$. These are, demogra— 


phic factors (p.181) bureaucratic mismanagement, 
(p.273) hostility of the workers to lack of free- 
dom etc., the latter of which is raised to the 
motor of social revolution in Russia. With the 
following gem from Cliff we are firmly back in 
the dreamy realm of Cardanisn, 

"But the effort to convert the worker into 
a cog of the bureaucrats’ productive machine, they 
kill in him what they most need, productivity and 
creative ability ... The more skilled and integ- 
rated the working class, the more it will resist 
alienation and exploitation ... "(33) 
Similarly, Cliff cannot explain Soviet Imperialism 
as stemming from the contradictions of the state 
capitalist economy, but explains each Imperialist 
move empirically, here,malevolence, there, the 
need to defend itself, over there, plunder 
In fact, since the book was originally written, 
Cliff has abandoned the concept of Russia as 
Imperialist. 

Cliff leaves us a travesty of socialism 


dressed up as market state capitalism, a Russia 
where the word 'capitalist' is used as a term of 


opprobrium emptied of all material content, and a 
vision of that society with no central drive or 
dynamic. Out of this theoretically ambivalent 
mess all the vacillations of I.S. stem, as does 
its eventual demise into left social democratic 
liberalism. Thus, there is no scientific value 
in Cliff's work, aside from the mass compilation 
of statistics on wages, growth rates, etc., the 
bulk of which can be found in any. good bourgeois 


history of the U.S.S.R. economy. 
Another view developed in the post war years, 


we have already discussed. This is that of Paul 
Mattick, who identifies with the communist 
traditions of the K.A.P.D. In a lifetime of 
revolutionary activity from Germany in the early 
20's till today, Mattick has defended many truly 
revolutionary positions; attacking the Trotskyist 
and Stalinist concepts of the communist programme, 
and maintaining through the most difficult years 
of the post war boom, against all the Marcusians 
and Cardanites, that capitalism remains a crisis 
ridden system, incapable of overcoming its contra- 
dictions, and in this respect his analysis of 
Keynsianism in his most recent work "Marx and 
Keynes" remains one of the cornerstones of commun- 
ist politics today. 

However, the counter-revolution which had 
blighted the proletariat and decimated the revol- 
utionary movement since the 1920's, has taken its 
toll on Mattick as well, for he now holds, against 
his earlier views, that state capitalism is not a 
crisis ridden system, and in the latter chapters 
of "Marx and Keynes", devoted to state capitalism, 
he adopts a neo-Schachtmanite position; Russia is 
exploitative but crisis-free, Mattick addressed 
the question to Marcuse (34) - if capitalism can 
overcome its crisis, what remains of Marxism but 
a beau geste? But now Mattick himself takes this 
view; there is clearly a third alternative to 
socialism or barbarism. Capitalism can overcome 
its contradictions by becoming something else - 
state capttalism. 

But a society cannot be capitalist and 
crisis-free. If it is capitalist, it is a value- 
producing society, and, 

"The value form of the products therefore 
already contains in embryo the whole capitalist 
form of production, the antagonism between 
capitalists and wage-workers, the industrial 
reserve army, crises." (35) 

But let us allow Mattick to speak for himself. 
His view on state capitalism is the same as that 
of Rudolf Hilferding in "Finance Capital” before 
World War One on monopoly capitalism, that is, 
that: 


‘Warx's theory of accumula._.o seems to lose 
its validity fae the completely controlled capit- 
alist economy, i.e. state capitalism." (36) 

Total state control of wages, investment, prices, 
etc. combine to ensure that accumulation is 
crisis-free and on this Mattick is definite, 
| "The state capitalist system does not suffer 
‘from that particular contradiction between profit- 
‘able and non-profitable production which plagues 
‘private property capitalism ... the state capit- 
Falist system may produce profitably and non- 
|profitably without facing stagnation." (37) 
}Only the pressures of international power politics 
meevent completely logical planning, but despite 
this, and despite bureaucratic mismanagement, 
state capitalism does not fear automation. It 
can go on indefinitely developing the productive 
‘forces, but for one thing, the conscious decision 
of the ruling class to halt production and 
preserve their own positions, 

"The development of the forces of product- 
ion will be stopped when it threatens to endanger 
the welfare and existence of the socially dominat- 
ing class." (38) 

This is where Mattick parts company with Bruno R. 
who felt that Stalinist slavery would inevitably 
and without conflict lead to communism; for 
Mattick the will of the ruling class will prevent 
this. Given the desperate efforts of the Russian 
ruling class to procure Western technology in an 
attempt to offset stagnation of the productive 
forces in Russia, such a position is as ludicrous 
'as it is tragic. Indeed, so altered is Mattick's 
| position on Russia that he quite logically 
concludes, 

"The state capitalist system is neither 
capitalist in the traditional sense, nor repres-— 
ents the socialism of Marx's vision." (39) 

This volte-face on Russia is a complete rupture 
with Marxism which does indeed reduce the latter 
to a 'vision' and a utopian one at that, if 
Mattick is right. Further, it leaves all sorts 
of questions unanswered, a few of which we will 
raise. Firstly, is revolution possible and 
necessary in such a system as an expression of its 
contradictions, or is it only 2 "hope"? Mattick 

| still believes revolution to be necessary in the 

| West to avoid crisis and barbarism - but could 

| the West not also go state capitalist.and avoid 

| this necessity? Finally, is Russia imperialist? 

| Though not as definite as Cliff, Mattick tends to 

| see the state capitalist bloc as constituting, 

" .. a kind of second world market, which 
restricts or excludes the exploitation of 
developed nations by less developed ones." (40) 
This opens the way for seeing Russian foreign 
‘policy as defensive manoeuvres, mot as explained 
by the logic of its internal problems of capital 
| accumulation. 


Mattick's demoralised and contradictory 
position on state capitalism (i.e. that it is 


capitalism, but is crisis-free) cannot be maint- 
ained. Either, like Cliff, he becomes a complet- 
ely logical Schachtmanite, or, given the visible 
crisis of state capitalism, he must abandon the 
views put forward in "Marx and Keynes". 

Having thus compiled a travelogue of 
theorists who have attempted to analyse the nature 
of Russian society, we hope we have shown that 
those who deny that Russia is capitalist and 
subject to the law of value with all its implic- 
ations, logically part company with Marxism. We 
now come to the second part of our task, the 
defence of Marxism as the theory of proletarian 
revolution, by the location of state capitalism 
within the framework of capitalist decadence, an 
examination of its imperialist nature, and an 
explanation of its central contradictions. 
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State CAPITALISM AND DECADENCE 


An attempt has been made to sustain an 
analysis of state capitalism as exhibiting the 
tendencies of capitalist decadence, by an 
organization which has appeared since 1968, 
drawing its historical origins from the German and 
Italian Left of the post World War One period, 
and its economic theories from Rosa Luxemburg. 

(41) 
The work of this tendency, the International 
Communist Current,has the virtue of stating 
consistently the state capitalist nature of the 
societies in Russia, China, etc. and of locating 
their development within the general tendency 
towards statification since 1914, and asserting 
that the state capitalist system is crisis ridden 
and imperialist. However, attempts to follow 
through the analysis with Luxemburgist method and 
apply it to state capitalism and its crisis have 
deen few and then inadequate. 

A Luxemburgist view stresses that the crisis 
of capitalism (including state capitalism) arises 
from the realisation problem. As Rosa Luxemburg 
herself said in her main work, “The Accumulation 
of Capital" (1913) 

"Internal capitalist trade can at best 
realise only certain quantities of the value 
contained in the social product ... That part of 
the surplus value which is earmarked for capital- 
isation must be realised elsewhere." (42) 

Thus, the capitalist nature of Russia for this 
current is proved, not by its relations of prod- 
uction and the existence of wage labour, but by 
the relations of distribution - the fact that 
Russia exports onto the world market is an attempt 
to realise it 'capitalizable' proportion of the 
surplus value, As Internationalism claims 

"the impossibility of realizing the capit- 
alizable proportion of surplus value within one's 
own borders, compels the state capitalist society 
to expand beyond its frontiers and seek outlets 
on the world market."" (43) 

While this theory attempts to validate itself 
concretely, it unfortunately will not do, since a 
fully integral system of state capitalism is the 
clearest refutation of Luxemburg's economics, one 
that is more difficult to carry out for the 
‘mixed' economies. To argue that capital accum- 
ulation is possible in a closed system is best 
validated by the accumulation of capital in Russia 
from 1921 to 1941. In this period of fastest 
economic growth in Russia, it virtually withdrew 
from the world market. 

IMPORTS AND EXPORTS OF THE USSR (Current Prices) 


(million roubles) Exports Imports 
1924 1476 1138 
1928 3518 4175 
1930 4539 4637 
1937 1728 1314 


(Source T. Cliff op. cit. p. 160) 

Zven the indebtedness of the U.S.S.R. to the West 
of 1,400 thousand roubles (1931) was wiped out in 
the 1930's. Nove describes this autarchy as 
follows: 

"Foreign trade had diminished in volume in 
the middle thirties, and the substantial reduction 
in the imports of machinery made possible the 
emergence of a balance of payments surplus which 
enabled the Soviet government to repay debts 
incurred during the first Five Year Plan period." 

(44) 
Also there is no correlation as is claimed by 
Internationalism between the proportion of exports 
in the social product and the proportion of 
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surplus earmarked for capitalization. According 


to Nove, the gross industrial + agricultural 
product of the U.S.S.R: in 1937 was 95,500 + 20122 
million roubles, i.e. circa 115,623 million 
roubles (p.225). Jf all the exports in 1937 had 
been industrial and agricultural produce, at 1728 


million roubles, this would have been circa 1.5% 
of GNP, but once jewels and art treasures are 


subtracted, nearer 1%. Meanwhile, capitalization 
was running at over 30% - rather an enormous dis- 
crepancy to be brushed aside. This period of 
autarchic accumulation gives the clearest valid- 
ation of Lenin's views in the "Development of 
Capitalism in Russia" (1899), 

"The different branches of production which 
serve each other as a market do not develop 
uniformly, they overtake each other and the 
more developed industry seeks foreign markets. 
This circumstance does not by any means indicate 
that it is impossible for the capitalist nation 
to realise surplus value - it merely points to 
the unproportionality in the development of the 
various industries. With a different distribution 
of the national capital, the same quantity of 
products could be realised within the country." 
In practice this current has developed a deeper 
analysis, for example in the article Russian 
Imperialism and the Middle East (45), though 
nominally paying lip-service to the Luxemburgist 
schema, in practice show Russian imperialism to be 
motivated by the desire to carry out unequal 
exchange and secure vital raw materials or plant. 
For instance, 

“The main components of this Imperialist 
relationship (with Eastern Europe) reside in the 
unequal exchange enforced by Russia on her satel- 
lites ..." (p.32) 

A more recent contribution of this current (fhe 
Question of State Capitalism in Internationalism 
No.6) has outlined an impressive framework for 
dealing with the question, but without a valida- 
tion of the state capitalist nature of these 
societies or an analysis of the crisis of state 
capitalism. Unless this analysis is deepened to 
a value one, it will hamstring the theoretical 
critique of state capitalism, and its ultimate 
consequences could be grievous. 


THe Crisis oF STATE CAPITALISM 


The central contradiction of capitalist 
accumulation is the tendential fall in the rate of 
profit, as the proportion of total capital which 
is fixed (machines, raw material, etc.) rises, 
and the proportion which produces value (living 
labour) falls: the ascendance and decadence of 
capitalism as a social system are marked by the 
movement of this contradiction. By around 1914 
the advanced organic composition of the national 
capitals which dominated the world market was 
such that no progressive, laissez-faire develop- 
ment onto the world market was possible by the 
less advanced capitals (we assume here familiarity 
with Marxian value and price theory). The organic 
composition of these capitals was also such that 
international competition between imperialist 
powers had permanently lowered the average rate of 
profit. The stagnation attendant on this 
situation is only resolved by destruction of 


capital via wars, enforced equalisation of the 
rate of profit via statification, and inflation 


attendant on the stimulating of production by 
expansion of the money supply. We have reached 
an epoch historically where Marx's prognostication 
in the "Grundrisse" has become reality, 

"Hence it is evident that the material prod- 
uctive power already present, already worked out 
in the form of fixed capital ... that the produc- 


tive forces brought about by the historicai 
development of capitalism itself, when it reaches 
a certain point, suspends the self-realisation of 
capital, instead of positing it." (46) 

The carrying through of Marx's views to the epoch 
of permanent crisis was done by Henryk Grossman in 
the 1920's and his views were taken up amd expan- 
ded in an article by Mattick The Permanent Crisis 
(International Council Correspondence, 1934) and 


also form the basis of the latter's critique of 
Keynsianism. Grossman argued that though the 


absolute mass of surplus value is rising, even 
though the rate of profit falls with the expansion 
of the productive forces, this mass is insuffic- 
ient relative to the needs of capital accumla- 
tion of this expanded capital. (47) 

The failure of the Russian Revolution to 
destroy capitalist relations of production and to 


extend itself internationally, meant that the 
ruling Bolshevik Party, aside from being over- 


thrown, could only develop the forces of produc- 
tion in Russia on a capitalist basis. Given the 
low organic composition of the national eapital 
at that period, and the possibility of the 
peasantry bearing the bulk cost of accumulation, 
(mot by having exchange relations forced on then, 


these already existed, but by being converted 
into surplus value producing urban or rural 


proletarians) and also given the autarchic with- 
drawal from a world market in which Russia could 
not compete, (even in its domestic market) such 
an accumulation was posstble for a limited hist 
historical period. But this very process soon 
produces its own bottlenecks as barriers to 
further accumulation, and forced Russia back onto 
the world market. Firstly, the phenomenally high 
organic composition of capital produced by the 
industrialisation of Russia is illustrated by the 
following table of the relative outputs of 
Department I and Department II (to the nearest 
figure) 


1913 1932 1950 1955 1959 
Means of Production% 33 53 69 70 73 
Means of Consumption% 67 47 31 30 27 
(Source Cliff op. cit. p. 291) 


This enormous development of the productive forces 


was partially achieved by bleeding agriculture 
white, making it terribly backward and ineffic- 


ient. With roughly equivalent populations in 
U.S.A. and Russia,. 10% of the employed population 


in the former produce a vast export surplus, while 
40% in the latter cannot even produce enough for 


domestic consumption, forcing the recent purchases 
of grain, (35 million tons 1972-3) butter,etc. by 
Russia on the world market. These factors, 
combined with a low labour productivity in Russian 
industry, combine to produce a level of surplus 
value that is inadequate to fund the necessary 
production of value, and the consequent contra- 
dictions that lie at the basis of Soviet stag- 
nation as elsewhere. If the crisis nature, as 
well as the capitalist nature of the U.S.S.R. is 
demonstrated, the validity of Marxism is maintain- 
ed. However, as is obvious, any such demonstra- 
tion can only be carried out indirectly, given 

the lack of evidence, disguised nature of 
commodity production, the form in which statistics 
are given, etc. 

However, taking such a view as an hypothesis, 
we can examine Soviet society and see if the con- 
sequences which would necessarily flow from its 
validity can be observed. Thus, we could expect 
to see: 

1. Slowdown in re-investment and growth rates, 
accompanied by inflation as 'price-fixing' tries 
to create unreal value. 


j . 


%. Attempts to raise the rate of exploitation, by 
| increasing productivity, restructuring constant 
capital. 
|3. An increase in the imperialist drive of the 
U.S8.S.R., as being motivated by the attempt to 
offset the fall in profit rates. 


There is little difficulty demonstrating any of 
| these. 

7 As the rate of profit falls, the surplus 
_available for re-investment declines. In the 
U.S.S.R. this is adequately testified to in the 
following table of the increase (per cent) in 


investment. 
1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 
16 13 8 4 5 5 
(Source A. Nove "Economic History of the USSR" 
p. 361) 


: 

) 

; This decline of surplus for investment is 

especially critical at a time when agriculture, 

Toads, and infrastructure generally which is very 

) backward, themselves demand inflows of capital to 

; Keep the economy afloat. The effect of this on 

wth rates is as follows, 

) "Throughout the 1950's the Soviet economy 

remained at the head of the ‘medium growth league', 

| consisting inter alia of the U.S.A., Federal 

_ Germany, France, Italy ... Yet, during the 1960's 

_ the U.S.S.R. began to drop to around the middle of 

| this league, and in the last five years has sunk 

towards bottom place." (48) 

: This has lead, though to a lesser degree than 
in the West, to inflation, by raising the turnover 
tax, prices of consumer goods etc., i.e. inflating 
total prices beyond their values. However, the 
social conflicts engendered by sc 


social conflicts engendered by such methods, e.g. 
the Polish workers’ rising of 1970-1, means that 
as yet the bureaucracy is preferring a lowerrat 


as yet the bureaucracy is preferring a lowerr 


as yet the bureaucracy is preferring a lower rate 

of real profit to an inflationary increase in 

prices and the amount of money in circulation. 

But the printing press has in the past been used 

to fund accumulation in Russia, and the narrowing 

of options may yet force this on the ruling class 
again. 

Secondly, we have seen a move from the exten- 
sive to the intensive exploitation of the prolet- 

| ariat, in an attempt to imcrease the rate of 

_ surplus value; the managerial reforms are attempts 

to increase the efficiency of each enterprise 

_ through decentralisation, intensification of work, 
lay-offs, cost accounting, etc. In addition, 
attempts are being made to introduce more produc- 
tive and cheaper than Soviet forms of constant 
capital to attack the Russian workers directly 
and increase exploitation. Whole factories are 
being set up in Russia by Western capitalism, 
recent ones being the Pepsi Cola works, (and of 

+ course the Fiat works at Togliattigrad is a 

_ elasste case of this. kind.), while Volvo have 
equipped an entire plant in Hungary, the costs of 
installation of which Hungary is to pay for in 

\ exported finished cars. It is this desire to 

replace constant capital (as well as to offset 

short falls in agriculture) which is at the basis 

of the Soviet breakthrough onto the world market. 

Despite its tremendously high constant component, 

Soviet capital is very low in its productivity 

_ and high in its costs of production. A glance at 
import figures validates this view, 

"Eighty per cent of East European imports 
from the developed countries in 1970 were manuf- 
actured goods, mainly machinery and equipment." 

(49) 
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As a result of all these imports, Soviet dekt to 
tne West 15 now estimated at 84,000,000,000 (50 
These moves tend to raise the surplus extract: 
from the Russian workers, and consequently the 
overall rate of profit. But the amount to which 
increased exploitation, given the swollen mass of 
capital, can generate increased profits is in 
Russia, as elsewhere, very limited. Ultimately 
the physical destruction of capital is the only 
means for re-accumulation, and given the Imperia- 
list nature of Russia, this means wars. 

Imperialism is also motivated fundamentally 
by the desire to offset the fall in the rate of 
profit. In Volume: III of Capital , Marx gives a 
schema which should have served as the basis for 
subsequent analysés of Imperialism, but which was 
neglected for theories of"super profits" or 
“saturated markets" , even by revolutionaries. 
si "To the extent that foreign trade cheapens 
partly the elements of constant capital, partly 
the necessities of life for which variable capital 
is exchanged it tends to raise the rate of profit 
by raising the rate of surplus value, and lowering 
the value of the constant capital... 

Capitals invested in foreign trade are in a 
position to yield a higher rate of profit because 
in the first place they come into competition with 
commodities produced in other countries with lesser 
facilities of production, so that an advanced 
country is able to sell its goods above their value... 

On the other hand, capitals invested in the 
colonies etc. may yield a higher rate of profit 
for the simple reason that the rate of profit is 
higher there on account of ...slaves, coolies etc. 
(permitting) a better exploitation of labour." 

The basic pattern of Russian trade is of un- 
equal exchange; raw materials are exported to the 
West above their value within the domestic economy, 
while more productive machinery is imported. On 
the other hand, the U.S.S.R. imports raw materials 
cheaply from the Third World, while exporting 
there its own machinery, armaments. 

COMPOSITION OF TRADE OF EAST EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 


(1970) 
Exports Imports 
With developed Non-manufacturers 56 20 
countries Manufacturers 44 80 
With less developed Non-manufacturers 23 85 
Manufacturers uF 15 


(Source "Finance and Development" op. cit. p. 36) 
P 


As a model of Soviet trad: we can look at the 
energy industry; Russia sells oil to the West at 


16% below world cost and now supplies Italy and 
Sweden with 20% of their needs, and is laying a 


pipeline in Manchuria to penetrate the Japanese 
market. In return it imports cheap natural gas 
from Iran and Afghanistan to power its industry in 
Southern U.S.S.R. at well below world prices, both 
moves allowing additional surplus to be maintained 
for the national economy. 

However, Russian Imperialism does not just 
take this form of peaceful unequal exchange through 
the mechanism of the world market; after World 
War 2, this relationship was forced upon its satel- 
lites in Eastern Europe, and reinforced by naked 
plunder where whole factories were looted (Manchur- 
ia, Eastern Europe again). Nowadays Soviet Imper- 
ialism takes the form of vast loads of arms and 
money, in return for which whole strategic crops 
are mortgaged to the interests of Russian capital- 
ism for decades, e.g. Egypt (cotton) and Cuba 
(sugar). So far, little capital export has occ- 
urred, though the U.S.S.R. is investing on a 
co-partnership basis in Iranian industry of vari- 
ous kinds, is funding heavy industry in India and 
Egypt. To say that Russia is Imperialist as 
regards the Eastern European countries, but not 
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as regards the Middle East, ( as does Clif?) or 
towards the Third World (as Mattick suggests) is 
a sheer delusion, spun out of wilfull ignorance 
of the real situation. 

The theory that we have expounded, that Russia 
remains a capitalist society, and has never been 
other, dominated by the laws of value production, 
is the line which divides communists from the 
defenders of capitalism of whatever shade. In 
fact, these economies represent the fully develo- 
ped tendencies existing in the mixed economies of 
the West; of global capital in its epoch of dec- 
adence. As in these"mixed economies" the contr- 
adictions of capital accumulation push state cap- 
italism towards super-exploitation of the prolet- 
ariat and Imperialist wars. On a global scale the 
alternatives issuing from these prospects is 


socialism or barbarism. Capitalism is in an 
historical impasse; there is no third way for it, 
or for humanity. 


"Calvin" 
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Texts of the Communist 


Left 


INSURRECTION IN SPAIN - 
THE REVOLUTIONARY POSITION 


As the first of our series, ‘Texts 
of the Communist Left’, we reprint the 
article below from International Council 
Correspondence (Aug.1937)* for two reasons. 
First, to show the analysis and position 
taken by a Small minority of revolution- 
aries grouped around the publications, 
International Council Correspondence (in 
the U.S.A-) and Bilan (Belgium) who stood 
alone in attacking both sides in the 
Spanish War from a communist position. 
Second, to contribute to the task of 
communist groups in the re-appropriation 
of the proletarian experience whicn has 
been obscured by fifty years of counter- 
revolution. During the period since the 
defeat of the revolutionary wave of 1917 
to 1921, the self-conscious activity of 
the proletariat has been limited. Mobil- 
ised for inter-imperialist conflict, as 
in Spain, World War Two etc. and incapab- 
le of responding to the capitalist coll- 
apse of 1929, the proletariat gave only 
sporadic evidence of its historic mission 
to institute communism, Where the prol- 
etariat did act(as in Spain in 1936 and 
in Hungary in 1956) its activity was 
isolated, limited and quickly crushed by 
imperialism. 

It is only since 1968 that tne prol- 
etariat has once again begun to move on 
an international scale in response to tne 
ever-deepening crisis of capitalism. In 
France, Spain, Poland, Italy, Portugal, 
Argentina and Britain the world, working 
class has begun to flex its muscles for 
its future tasks. As yet these struggles 
have been relatively confined, but as the 
crisis is a world crisis, they can only 
become more international in character 
as the crisis deepens. In this period 
of heightening class struggle it is one 
of the tasks of revolutionaries to re- 
appropriate the history of the experience 
of the class and*clarify the lessons from 
that experience as a practical guide to 
activity in the revolutionary upheaval 
which will lead to the establishment of 
communism. 

How then do we interpret the Spanisa 
experience? What lessons do we draw from 
it? To begin to answer these questions 
we will discuss the analyses put forward 
by Bilan** and the council communists in 
the Thirties. 


THE PROLETARIAN NATURE OF THE SPANISH 
EvENTs oF 1936-37 


Contrary to anarchist myths, the 
proletarian nature of the Spanish events 
was Severely limited. Despite the mass 
activity of millions of workers, despite 
the deaths of hundreds of thousands of 
them, despite seizing the initiative for 
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a few short weeks from the Popular Front 
government (supported by every bourgeois 
faction from the Basque Nationalists to 
the POUM and CNT) the working class did 
not go on to establish communism because 
it failed to destroy the bourgeois state 
apparatus and replace it with the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. Botn 
Bilan and the £.C.C. agree on this. 
However they too both fell into errors 
which illustrate that they were not able 
at this time to fully comprehend the 
nature of the counter-revolution. 

On the one hand gylan played down 
tme achievements of the revolutionary 
upfeaval so that the events in Spain 
vindicated the Bordiquist idea that the 
proletariat could only achieve communism 
if led by a Substitutionist party which 
had a ready-made communist programme to 
offer the class. Having failed to fina 
a ‘class party" it followed from tneir 
perspective that communism was not on the 
agenda. Tne I.C.C. on the other hand, 
concluded from the Bolshevik experience 
that there could he no such tning as a 
party which expressed working class 
interests, amd this led them to exagger- 
ate the achievements of the insurrection. 
For them, “A communist revolution is not 
made by leaders and organisations; it is 
wade by the workers, the class,” Whilst 
this is entirely true, it snould also be 
remembered tnat the party is the creation 
of the most class-conscious workers which 
acts aS its tdeological vanguard. It 
does not take power on behalf of the 
class but remains within the class point- 
jing the way towards the historic goal of 
communism. There waS No Such group in 
Spain in 1936, and those elements, like 
the CNT, which had historically represen- 
ted the Spanish working class, adopted a 


completely counter-revolutionary position. 
This does not represent a failure of the 
Spanish workers alone. Rather, it was 

an expression of the defeat of the world 
proletariat after 1917. In Spain the 
bourgeoisie had not participated in the 
imperialist slaugnter of 1914-18, and 
therefore, whilst the Spanish proletariat 
remained physically undefeated and thus 
capable of responding to the crisis, it 
did not learn from the 1914-21 revolutio- 
nary wave the limitations of its own 
organisations or achieve an understanding 
of the nature of the Communist programme. 
Viewing the defeat of the Russian and 
German proletariats only led them to the 
position that anarcho-syndicalism was 
more likely to lead to a successful revol- 
ution, hence the rising of 1936, in this 
sense, carried all the scars of the 
defeat of the world proletariat in 1921. 
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As the article reprinted here suggests, 
only a world proletarian revolution could 


have transformed that defeat into victory. 


THE INTER-IMPERIALIST STRUGGLE, 


ANTI-FASCISM, AND THE PopuLar Front 

Because the profetariat only tempor- 
arily paralysed the bourgeois state, and 
this mainly in one province, without 
taking power itself, the bourgeoisie was 
able to qrageet ly collect its forces and 
eventual y to re-establish its domination. 
By Sept. 1936, with the formation of the 
Largo Caballero cabinet (which im Nov. 
admitted 4 anarchists and 2 members of 
the Spanish Communist Party) this process 
was complete. In Nov. Russian aid to the 
loyalists sought to match that of Germany 
and Italy to Franco. The war was now 
simply an inter-imperialist conflict in 
which the proletariat on both sides were 
called up as cannon fodder in rehearsal 
for their role in the Second World War. 

The Spanish events clearly vindic- 
ated Marx's words that the proletariat 
has no fatherland to defend, and the only 
war in its interests is the civil war to 
overthrow the world bourgeoisie. Here 
the I.C.C. article is at its best, 
unequivocally pointing out that the imp- 
erialist interests of Russian state cap- 
italism are no different from that of 
other national capitals. This understood, 
the slogan of anti-fascism, invented by 
the Stalinist Comintern in 1935, is rev- 
ealed for what it was and is; an attempt 
to mobilise the workers to defend Russian 
imperialism or its equally reactionary 
state capitalist minions in the Various 
‘national liberation’ struggles through- 
out the world. 

Today, as in the Thirties, the prol- 
etariat is being exhorted by the various 
shades of Stalinism and Trotskyism spawn- 
ed by the victory of the counter-revol- 
ution in Russia, to pretend that its int- 
erests can be served by participating in 
one or other bourgeois faction fight, 

But capitalism is capitalism whether it 
dons the garb of fascism, liberal demo- 
cracy with a touch of workers control 
state capitalism or a Popular-Front. ks 
this article makes Clear, the world 
proletariat's fight is against capital- 
ism in all its forms, and it can only 
destroy capitalism through its own power 
as a class - not through an alliance with 
one section of the bourgeoisie against 
another. It is only in this way that the 
proletariat will be able to achieve its 
historic task - the Creation of a commun- 
ist world. 


POLITICAL POWER AND THE ANARCHO-SYNDICALISTS 


When the 1I.C.C, condemned the CNT 
for acting “bolshevistically” they were 
condemning the error of substitutionism 
that is, of the party of the proletariat 
appropriating to itself tasks which can 
only be undertaken by the class as a 
whole. Whilst this was an accurate crit- 
icism of the CNT, there are other lessons 
passed on to the proletariat which this 
article fails to draw out. The main les- 
son of the experiences of the workers in 
Paris in 1871, in Petrograd in 1905 and 
1917, and in Barcelona in 1936, is that 


they must firet destroy the sourge*s 
state and seize pelitical power for tneir 


own ends. Here the Bilan article is 


quite unequivocal; 


=. historic experience has shown 
that there can be no question of collect- 
ivisation, of workers’ control, of soci- 
alist revolution, before the abolition 
of the political power of the bourgeoisie* 

The anarcho-syndicalists of the CNT 
not only failed to point out the necess- 
ity of this task, but in fact emphasised 
their bourgeois Character by collaborat- 
ing with the Popular Front in the suppr- 
ession of any tendencies in this direct- 
jon. The I.¢.C. did recognise this and 
other failings of the anarchists else- 
where; 

“The weakness of anarchist theory 
was first of all shown a propos of the 
organisation of political power. Accor- 
ding to anarchist theory, it sufficed in 
order to guarantee revolutionary victory, 
to delegate the control] of the factories 
to the trade unions. The anarchists 
therefore never tried to wrest power from 
the Popular Front government. They did 
not try either to put into operation a 
political power of the councils (Soviets), 
Instead of propaganda for the class 
struggle they preached class Collaborat- 
ion of all groups belonging to the anti- 
fascist alliance.” (H.Wagner “Anarchism 
and the Spanish Revolution” I.C.C. June, 
1937). 

Thus, by assuming that ignoring the 
bourgeois state was the same as destroy- 
ing it, the CNT deflected the proletar~ 
jat from its fundamental task. All 
revolutionary social measures are at 
best meaningless, at worst counter- 
revolutionary, if this is not achieved. 
Because the bourgeois state organs rem- 
ained intact, it was just a matter of 
weeks before the militias, the collecti- 
ves and the factory committees were under 
the control of the state, Until the — 
bourgeois faction fight of May,1937,which 
this article analyses, many could still 
comfort themselves with the view that 
these were islands of self-management in 
a capitalist sea. This illusion will 
always lead to defeat, and any organisa- 
tion which fails to recognise this will 
be part of the counter-revolution. The 
CNT were no different to the self- 
management ideologues of today, whose 
espousal of the form of factory comm- 
ittees, when divorced from the political 
and economic content of Communism becomes 
merely a reactionary charade which atte- 
mpts to humanise exploitation a la 
wedgwood-Benn or Tito.*** 

The CNT, with its apolitical outlook, 
with its economic localism, and with its 
federal conception of revolution thus 
clearly revealed itself as completely 
counter-revolutionary in the Spanish 
events. Because the council communists 


* Previously reprinted by the Workers. 
Free Press Glasgow (Sept. 1937) 

** "The War in Spain” Bilan (Jan. 1937) 
*** For an expansion on this theme, see 
our article "Glasgow Daily Express Case 
and Self-management” in Workers Votce 13. 
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of the I.C.C. partly shared these con- 
ceptéons they were not clearly criticised 
in this article. The fact that criticism 
of the CNT waited until the May events 


of 1937,by which time the workers insur- «he teak Goyal “ihe 
rection had long been defeated, only ee Oe ent 
serves to illustrate this. However, the Bairicades serve 2 
despite its failings, this article cat of = commpletnly 
contributes valuable elements to the Briswiae wage Soiery 
understanding of a communist revolution. Sere 

rade to find a 
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“Tear Down the Barricades 


On May 7, 1937, the CNT-FAI (1) of Barcelona broadcast the following order; 


"The barricades must be torn downs The hours of crisis have passed. Calm must 
be established. But rumours are circulating throughout the city, contradicting 


the reports of a return to normality such as we are now issuing. The barricades 


are a contributing factor to this confusion. We don't need the barricades now 
that the fighting has stopped. The barricades serve nO purpose now,and their 
continued existence might give the impression that we wish to return to the 
previous state of affairs - and that is not true. Comrades, let us co-operate 
for the re-establishment of a completely normal civil life. Everything that 
hinders such a return must disappear." 


And then began the normal life, that is, the terror of the Moscow-Fascists. 


Murder and imprisonment of revolutionary workers. The disarming of the revol- 
utionary forces, the silencing of their papers, their radio stations, the 
elimination of all the positions they had previously attained. Counter-revol- 
ution triumphed in Catalonia, where we were so often assured by the anarchist 
leaders and those of the POUM,(2) they were already on the march towards soc- 
jalism. The counter-revolutionary forces of the “Peoples Front" were welcomed 
by the anarchist leaders. The victims ‘were supposed to hail the butchers. 
“When an attempt was made to find a solution and re-establish order in 
Barcelona’ we read in a CNT bulletin, "the CNT and FAI were the first to put 
forward the demand to stop the shooting and try to pacify Barcelona. When the 
Central Government took over public order, the CNT was among the first to put 
at the disposal of the representative of Public Order, all the forces under its 
control. When the Central Government decided to send armed forces to Barcelona 
in order to control the political forces which would not obey the publie 
authorities, the CNT was once more the one to order all districts to facilitate 
the passage of these forces, that they might reach Barcelona and establish 
order.” 

NORMALITY RETURNS - AND WITH IT THE SLAUGHTER 


Yes, the CNT has done the utmost to help to carry the Valencia counter- 
revolution into Barcelona. The imprisoned workers may thank their anarchist 
leaders for their confinement, which ends before the firing squads of the 
Moscow-Fasci§ts. The dead workers are removed together with their barricades, 
they were silenced so that their leaders might continue to talk. What 


excitement on the part of the neo-Bolsheviks. “Moscow has murdered revolution- 


ary workers,” they shout. "For the first time in history, the Third Internat- 
jonal is shooting from the other side of the barricades. Before this time it 
had only betrayed the cause, Dut now it is openly fighting against communism." 
And what did these angry shouters expect from state Capitalists? Capitalism 

in all forms has only one answer for workers opposed to exploitation: murder. 

A united front with the socéalists or with the party-"“communists" is a united 
front with capitalism, which can only be a united front for capitalism. There 
is no use in scolding Moscow, there is no sense in criticising the socialists; 
both must be fought to the end. But now, the revolutionary workers must recog- 
nise that also the anarchist leaders, that also the apparatschiks of the CNT 
and FAI oppose the interests of the workers, belong to the enemy Camp. United 
with capitalism they had to serve capitalism; and where phrases were powerless 
betraying became the order of the day. Tomorrow they may be shooting against 
rebellious workers just as the “communist" butchers of the "Karl Marx Barracks" 
shoot today. The counter-revolution extends all the way from Franco to 
Santillan. (3) 

Once more, as so often before, the disappointed revolutionary workers 
denounced their cowardly leadership, and then - they look around for new and 
better leaders, for improved organisations. The “Friends of Durrutti" split 
away from the corrupted leaders of the C.N.T. and F.A.I. in order to restore 
original anarchism, to safeguard the ideal, to maintain the revolutionary 
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traditions. They have learned a few things, but they have not learned enough. 
The workers of the P.0.U.M. are deeply disappointed in Gorkin, Nin, and 
company. (4) These Leninists were not Leninistic enough, and the Party members 
look around for better Lenins. They have learned, but so little. The tradition 
of the past hangs like a stone around their neck. A change of men and a revival 
of the organisation is not enough. A communist revolution is not made by leaders 
and organisations; it is made by the workere, the class. Once more the workers 
are hoping for changes in the ‘People's Front', which might after all bring 
about a revolutionary turn. Caballero, discarded by Moscow, might come back on 
the shoulders of the UGT members, who have learned and seen the light (5). 
Moscow, disappointed in not finding the proper help from the democratic nations, 
might become radical again. All this is nonsense! The forces of the ‘People's 
Front’, Caballero and Moscow, are Unable, even if they wanted to, to defeat cap-= 
itatism in Spain, Capitalistic forces cannot have socialistic policies, The 
‘People's Front’ is not a lesser evil for the workers, it is only another form 
of cop ica liat dictatorship in addition to Fascism. The struggle must be against 
capitalism. 


ANARCHISTS LINE UP WITH DEMOCRACY 


The present att:tude of the CNT is not new. A few months ago, the Catalan 
President, Companys, said that the CNT “has no thought of impairing the demo- 
cratic regime in Spain, but stands for tegality and order." Like all other 
anti-Fascist organisations in Spain, the CNT, notwithstanding its radical 
phraseology, has restricted the struggle to the war against Franco, The prog- 
ramme of collectivisation, partly realised as a war necessity, did not impair 
capitalist principles or capitalism as such. In so far as the CNT has spoken of 
the final goal, it suggested some modified form of state capitalism, in which 
the trade union bureaucracy and its philosophical anarchist friends would have 
the power. But even this goal was only for the distant future. Not one real u 
step in this direction was taken, for even one real step towards state capitalism 
veutd have meant the end of the ‘People's Front’, would have meant barricades in 
Catalonia and a civil war within the civil war. The contradiction between its 
theory and its practice was explained by the anarchists in the manner of alt 
fakers, that "theory is one thing and practice another, that the second is never 
so harmonious as the first". The CNT realised it had no real plan for the re- 
construction of society, it realised further it did not have the masses of Spain 
behind it, but only a part of the workers in one part of the country; it realised 
its weakness, national as well as international, and its radical phrases. were 
only designed to conceal the utter weakness of the movement in the conditions 
created by the civil war. There are. many possible excuses for the position the 
anarchists have taken, but there is none for their programme of falsification 
which.beclouded the whole labour movement and worked to the advantage of the 
Moscow-Fascists. Trying to make believe that socialism was on the march in 
Catalonia and that this was possible without a break with the ‘People's Front’ 
government meant the strengthening of the ‘People's Front’ forces till they were 
able also to dictate to the Spanish workers. Anarchism in Spain accepted one 
form of Fascism, disguised as a democratic movement, to help crush Franco-Fascism 
It is not true, as the anarchists today try to make their followers believe, 
that there was no alternative, and that hence all criticism directed against the 
CNT is unjustified, The anarchists could have tried after July 19, 1936, to 
establish workers power in Catalonia, they could also have tried to crush the 
Government forces in Barcelona in May, 1937. They could have marched against 
both the Franco-Fascists and the Moscow-Fascists. Most probably they would 
have been defeated; possibly Franco would have won and smashed both the anarch- 
ists and his competitors of the ‘People's Front’. pen capitalist intervention 
might have set in at once. But also there was another possibility, though much 
less likely. The French workers might have gone further than a mere stay-in 
strike; open intervention might have led to a war in which all the powers would 
have been involved. The struggle would at once have turned upon clear issues, 
between capitalism and communism. Whatever might have happened, one thing is 
sure; the chaotic condition of world capitalism would have been stil] more chao- 
tic. Without catastrophes no change of society is possible. Any real attack on 
the capitalist system might have hastened reaction, but reaction will set in 
anyhow, even if somewhat delayed. This delay will cost more workers lives than 
would any premature attempt to crush the system of exploitation, 


REVOLUTIONARY PossIBILITIES MISSED 


But a real attack on capitalism might have created a condition more 
favourable to international action on the part of the working class, or it 
might have brought about a situation which would have sharpened all capitalist 
contradictions and so hastened hietorical development towards the breakdown of 
capitalism. In fee Deaiantng is the deed. But the CNT we are told, felt so 
much responsibility for the lives of the workers, it wanted to avoid unnecess- 
ary bloodshed, What cynicism! More than a million people have already died 
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jn the civil war. If one has to die anyway tt might as well be for a worthy 
cause. The struggle with the whole of capitalism, that struggle which the 

CNT wished to avoid - cannot be avoided. The workers revolution must be radical 
from the very outset, or it will be lost. There was required the complete 
appropriation of the possessing Classes, the elimination ofall other power than 
that of the armed workers, and the struggle against all elements opposing such 

a course. Not doing this, the May days of Barcelona and the elimination of 
revolutionary elements in Spain were inevitable. The CNT never approached the 
question of revolution from the viewpoint of the working class, but has always 
been concerned first of all with the organisation, It was acting for the 
workers and with the aid of the workers, but was not interested in the self- 
initiative and action of the workers independent of organisational interests. 
What counted here was not the revolution but the CNT. And from the point of 
view of the interests of the CNT the anarchists had to distinguish between 
Fascism and Capitalism, between War and Peace. From this point of view, it was 
forced to participate in capitalist-nationalist policies and it had to tell the 
workers to cooperate with one enemy inorder to crush another, in order Tater to 
be crushed by the first. The radical phrases of the anarchists were not to be 
followed; they only served as an instrument in the Control of the workers by 

the apparatus of the CNT, “without the CNT,"they wrote proudly,"anti-fascist 
Spain cannot be governed." They wanted to participate in governing the workers 
and ordering them around, They only asked for their proper share of the spoils, 
for they recognised that they could not.very well have the whole for themselves. 
Like the Bolsheviks, they identified their own organisational needs’ with those 
of the working class. What they decided was good, there was no need for workers 
to think and decide for themselves, as this would only hinder the struggle and 
create confusion; the workers simply had to follow their saviours. Not a single 
attempt to organise and consolidate real working class power. The CNT spoke 
anarchistically and acted bolshevistically, that is capitalistically. In order 
to rule or participate jn the rule, it had to oppose all self-initiative on the 
part of the workers and so it had to stand for legality and order and govern- 
ment. 


ParTY, TRADE UNION, OR WoRKERS Power - WHICH! 


But there were more organisations in the field, and there is no identity 
of interest among those organisations. ach one is struggling against all 
others for supremacy, for the sole rule over the workers. The sharing of power 
among a number of organisations does not do away with the struggle between them. 
At times all organisations are forced to cooperate, but this is only a post- 
ponement of the final reckoning. One group must control. At the same time 
that the anarchists were proceeding from “one success to the other"their pos- 
{tion was continually being undermined and weakened, The CNT's assertion that 
it would not dictate to other organisations, or work against them, was in real- 
ity only a plea not to be attacked by others - a reco nition of its own weak- 
ness. Being engaged in capitalist policy with its allies of the People's Front, 
it left the broad masses. with the possibility of choosing their favourite from 
among the bourgeois elements. The one who offered the most had the best chance. 
MosCow-Fascism came in to vogue even in Catalonia. For the masses saw in the 
support of Moscow the strength necessary for doing away with Franco and the War. 
Moscow and its People's Front Government meant international capitalistic 
support. Moscow gained in influence, for the broad masses of Spain were still 


in favour of the continuation of the loitation societ And 
strengthened in this attituae by the Fret that Chaaananah tats Sid edenene to 


clarify the situation, that is, to show that nelp from Moscow meant nothing more 
than a fight for a capitalism which pleases a few imperialist powers, even 
though it may disappoint others. The anarchists became propagandists for the 
Moscow brand of fascism, the servants of those capitalist interests which oppose 
the present Franco plans in Spain, The revolution hecame a playground of imper- 
jialist rivals. The masses had to die without knowing for whom or for what. The 
whole affair ceased to be tne affair of the workers. And now it has also ceased 
to be an affair of the CNT. The war may be ended at any time by a compromise 
agreement between the imperialist powers. It may be ended with a defeat or with 
a success of Franco. Franco may drop Italy and Germany and turn to Enjland and 
France. Or the former countries may cease to pay further attention to Franco. 
“The situation in Spain mignt be decisively altered by the war hreaking in the 
Far Fast. There is still a number of possibilities in addition to the most 
likely one, that is, victory for Franco-Fascism. but whatever happens, unless 
the workers throw up new barricades against the Loyalists also, unless the 
workers really attack capitalism, then whatever may be the outcome of the strug- 
gle in Spain it will have no real meaning to the working class, which will still 
be exploited and suppressed. A change in the military situation in Spain might 
force Moscow-Fascism once more to don the revolutionary garb. But from the 
viewpoint of the interests of the Spanish workers, as well as of the workers of 
the world, there is no difference between Franco-Fascism and Moscow-Fascism, 
however much difference there might be between Franco and Moscow. The barricades 
if again erected should not be torn down, The revolutionary watchword for Spain 
is: "Down with the Fascists and down also with the Loyalists! However futile,in 
view of the present world situation, might be the attempt to fight for Communism, 
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still this is the only course for workers to adopt. “Better the sense of futil- 
{ty than the morbid energy that expends itself on false roads. We will preserve 
our sense of truth, or reason at all cost, even at the cost of futility." 


(1) CNT-FAI. The National Confederation of Workers - Iberian Anarchist Feder- 
ation. The largest organisation of the Spanish working class. Revealed its 
true class character in July, 1936. 

(2) POUM. The Unified Marxist Labour Party. Broke with Trotsky in Dec. 1936 
but still failed to recognise the bourgeois nature of Russia. According to 
Munis in his book, "“Jalones de Derrota” p.394, it was “a pale shadow of the 
CNT" in its actions. 

(3) Abad de Santillan. Anarchist leader who joined the Catalan Government. 

(4) Gorkin, Nin, Leaders of the POUM. Nin disappeared after the May events 
whilst in the hands of the Stalinists. 

(5) Largo Caballero. M%pportunist leader of the Socialist Party and its union, 
the UGT. After a lifetime of bourgeois social democracy he began to make 
revolutionary noises in an attempt to capture the workers movement. For this 
he was dubbed the 'Spanisn Lenin’, but it was the Lenin of 1921, not 1917, that 


he stood for. 


